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1 Introduction 


The Realist Chessboard 

'Ever since the continents started interacting politically, some five 
hundred years ago,' Zbigniew Brzezinski notes in the opening lines 
of The Grand Chessboard, 'Eurasia has been the centre of world 
power'll Russia, Austro-Hungary, France, the Ottoman Empire, 
Britain and Germany all wanted to dominate this bizarre landscape 
ranging from the French shores of the Atlantic down to the Persian 
Gulf, and from the Chinese land mass to Central Asia, the Black Sea, 
the Turkish Straits and the Suez. Brzezinski observes that all of the 
powers claiming mastery over Eurasia in the past were part of its 
landscape, but now 'for the first time ever, a non Eurasian power has 
emerged, not only as the key arbiter of Eurasian power relations, but 
also as the world's paramount power'. America is indeed the sole 
world superpower after the fall of 'really existing socialism' and has 
taken a firm grip of a great part of the economic and political 
resources of the vast Eurasian continent. 

In the midst of the great debates about the future of NATO and 
the EU, Brzezinski, like many other Anglo-Saxon analysts, attempts 
to elaborate a comprehensive strategy for America, so as to make 
impossible the emergence of any other challenger capable of 
thwarting America's primacy in Eurasia. Quite rightly, he argues that 
'Eurasia is the chessboard on which the struggle for global primacy 
continues to be played, and that strategy involves geo-strategy - the 
management of geo-political interests. El in other words, if America 
lacks the proper strategy to streamline the development of key 
Eurasian actors according to her national interests, then Eurasia will 
be lost and America's primacy in world politics will wither away too. 

Brzezinski's account is clear, comprehensive and instructive. The 
overall message of his book can even be perceived by a tout court 
reading of it. He makes everybody understand that globalisation via 
power projection is not an 'illicit' method by which the US may 
promote its national interests across the globe. What is more, these 
interests are best served by making realist geo-political use of the 
power innate in certain Cold War institutions, such as NATO and 
the IMF, as well as of the US paramount military might per se. 
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Brzezinski suggests not a contraction of American power after the 
eclipse of the USSR, but an expansion of it. 

The second, more specific, message is a direct consequence of the 
first: there is no such thing as 'ethical foreign policy', or a power 
projection based on moral and 'human rights' values. 'In Paris in 
1998 to promote the French edition of his book', Diana Johnstone 
acutely observed, 'he was asked about the apparent "paradox" that 
his book was steeped in Realpolitik whereas, in his days as National 
Security Adviser to President Jimmy Carter, Brzezinski had been the 
"defender of human rights".' But the man waved the 'paradox' aside. 
'There is no paradox', he replied. 'I elaborated that doctrine in 
agreement with President Carter, as it was the best way to destabilise 
the Soviet Union. And it worked.^ 

We have come to the crux of the matter. The world we live in is 
still a realist/neo-realist world dominated by states, national 
interests, geo-politics and power politics. The more 'globalised' and 
lopsided it becomes under the sway of the dominant power (i.e. the 
US) the more the possibilities for conflict, terrorist activities and 
ethnic and religious wars will be in the ascendantP The zones of 
conflict and conflicting regional micro-interests multiply, and with 
them the difficulties and contradictions of world-rule policies grow 
inexorably. The collapse of the USSR opened up new peripheral 
corridors and regions for US hegemonic engagement, but this US 
engagement proved to be not entirely problem-free. After all, not 
everything that happens in the world and which affects US interests 
is predicted by US strategic and contingency planning. The US 
engagement policies are, at times, reactive rather than proactive. This 
is due in part to pressure exercised by domestic political factors, such 
as public opinion, ethnic lobbies, legislative institutions, state 
departments and other organised class and corporate interests. This 
overall set of vicissitudes of US policy for world domination is the 
overarching theme that runs through the pages of this book, a theme 
that Brzezinski and the majority of US policy-makers fail to address 
critically, ffow do we explore and infuse that theme in the present 
discussion and what is the key set of arguments developed here? 

My first objective is to present the ways in which the US has 
attempted to hold sway in Western Eurasia since the collapse of the 
USSR and its satellite stated Some of the vicissitudes of US policy 
necessarily take the form of contradictions inherent in the very 
process of formulation and implementation of US policy per se. 
Others pertain to the differences between peripheral states and 
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regions that the US wants to engage and lead in a direction that 
serves its own national interest: not always coinciding, however, 
with the interests of those regional/peripheral powers. This overall 
nexus of contradictions, inherent in the politics of globalisation and 
world domination, is the explosive material that leads to conflicts 
and wars, rather than to peace and security. The EU, which has 
achieved a remarkable degree of economic prosperity and political 
security since the Second World War, finds itself in an awkward 
dilemma. It can either stand up to global challenges engaging itself 
with or without the US, with or against the US; or, alternatively, 
adopt a pacifist and democratic position, while making sure that it 
is able to defend and spread such a position around the globe. The 
fundamental prerequisite for each option is for Europe to produce a 
coherent federal polity, thus becoming an independent actor in 
world politics. 

Brzezinski is against this reasoning. He wants the EU to expand 
eastwards, but not to deepen its political integration as this might 
challenge America's supremacy, particularly in the Middle East: 

A larger Europe will expand the range of American influence - and 
through the admission of new Central European members, also 
increase in the European councils the number of states with a pro- 
American proclivity - without simultaneously creating a Europe 
politically so integrated that it could soon challenge the United 
States on geo-political matters of high importance to America 
elsewhere, particularly in the Middle EastPl 

We now arrive at the second major objective of this book, which is 
to examine the potential of the EU to become an independent 
political actor in world affairs. This potential is limited because the 
US-EU partnership goes back a long way, as the hegemony of the US 
over EU political affairs was established during the Cold War and is 
thus very well embedded. Yet the evidence we possess to date shows 
that the development of a robust EU is not impossible. In the wake 
of the disappearance of the Soviet threat, European economic and 
political interests have gained more freedom of action in the 1990s 
and received an additional boost with Germany's reunification. The 
completion of the process of European economic integration and 
the launch of the euro are further indications fostering this aspect of 
emancipation of the EU from the US. I pay particular attention to 
the development of a potentially independent EU foreign policy 
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guided by Germany and France, by looking into relations between 
Cyprus and the EU. I view the decision taken by the EU in the 1990s 
to open accession negotiations with Cyprus, a republic de facto 
divided since 1974, as a major step forward, showing the refusal of 
the EU to completely surrender its foreign policy to the demands of 
the US and Turkey. I compare and contrast the pivotal roles of 
Germany and Turkey for the US in Western Eurasia, and I conclude 
that the former is far more important a player than the latter. A 
major defect of Brzezinski's strategic assessment is his failure to 
compare and contrast the postures of both Germany and Turkey in 
Eurasia's Western belt, that is to say the geo-strategic significance of 
those countries in the formulation of US policies. 

The principal guidelines of US foreign policy, as well as the insti- 
tutions destined to produce strategies for global domination, were 
established in the wake of the Second World War and in the Cold 
War. The US-EU antagonism itself began during the Cold War 
period. In order, therefore, to decipher the range of difficulties of US 
policy in the Balkans and the Middle East, it is often necessary to 
adopt a historical perspective. We shall indeed become aware that 
some of the major problems facing the US and its allies today have 
their origins in the Cold War years. 

The same applies to the case of Cyprus and the Middle East. The 
US's substantial engagement with Cypriot affairs is traceable back to 
the early 1960s, following a British decision to confine Britain's role 
on the island to the strategic maintenance of its two sovereign bases 
guaranteed by the Zurich-London constitutional arrangements of 
1959-60. However, whereas the US schemes of the 1960s and early 
1970s aimed at dividing Cyprus between Greece and Turkey in order 
to keep both NATO allies satisfied - thus also avoiding turning the 
dispute into a major Cold War confrontation - the EU has seen the 
issue in a different way. It has refused to surrender itself to the 
situation that arose in 1974 and has also rebuffed the Turkish notion 
of having two independent sovereign states on the island. The EU 
has expressed its preference to have, ideally, a united and indepen- 
dent Republic of Cyprus in its ranks. Moreover, the EU decided that 
the (Greek-led) Republic of Cyprus should join the EU regardless of 
whether a solution to the division of the island is found before 
accession. This was a major foreign policy initiative that strength- 
ened further the leverage of the EU over Eastern Mediterranean and 
Middle Eastern affairs. In addition, it further distinguished the EU's 
policy towards these two Eurasian subregions from that of the US. 
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The Structure of the Book 

This text is selective and, at times, discursive. It would have been 
impossible to discuss here in detail the foreign policy of the US 
towards every Balkan or Middle Eastern state: such a task goes 
beyond the real and ideal capacities of any one individual. 

The opening chapter sets the overall scene of the discussion. I 
explain the nature of US policy in Eurasia in the 1990s by focusing 
on the 'energy factor'. There is a new type of geo-politics employed 
by the US and other Eurasian actors in the wake of the collapse of the 
USSR, that is to say the collapse of the centralised system of corporate 
economic governance. This new geo-political game is inextricably 
linked to oil and gas pipeline projects, connecting Asian and 
European zones. I examine the ways in which the US has tried to 
control the production and transportation of oil and gas from 
Central Asia to the Balkans and, from there, to Western markets. I 
also look at how the Balkans are geo-strategically and geo-politically 
linked with the Caspian region and the Middle East. The evidence I 
bring to the fore suggests that the US has not dramatically changed 
its policies since 1989 or, for that matter, since September 11, 2001. 
Rather, the US has extended its pre-existing Cold War policy 
framework towards global domination, precisely because since the 
Cold War it has encountered far less politically organised resistance. 
Demystifying the agreement reached between Russia and the US in 
May 2002, 1 lay out the parameters of an argument which holds that 
the Cold War has not really 'ended'. All the major Cold War actors 
fighting for diverse geo-political and geo-economic interests are still 
around, the sole difference being that European Germany and Asian 
China are economically stronger; Russia, although not a spent force, 
is fundamentally weak and the US is the aggressive and unstoppable 
politico-military global victor. This chapter also underlines that the 
'energy factor' provided NATO and the US with an additional crucial 
reason to violently orchestrate developments in Yugoslavia via the 
Bosnian and Kosovo crises, thus halting and putting a check on both 
Germany's and Russia's influence in the Balkan zone. 

But policies, either domestic or foreign, cannot be reduced to 
economics or the 'energy factor' alone. Foreign policy projection is 
a multidimensional strategic act, which is deeply political and 
diplomatic, and which has strong security, defence and preventive 
aspects. This has driven me to take up the example of Yugoslavia and 
go on to unravel the contradictions of NATO and US policies, 
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particularly when their actions are justified by the doctrine of 
'human rights' abuses. I contend that the Kosovo war was not 
intended to protect the Kosovo Albanians from Milosevic's brutal 
grip. Rather, it was a preventive war aiming to guarantee NATO's 
eastward expansion, US energy interests, as well as to halt German 
and European influence in the Balkans. Yet, this war inspired 
Albanian irredentism in the Balkans and threatened the cohesion of 
the multi-ethnic Republic of Macedonia, thus putting in jeopardy 
European security. Therefore, occasionally, I compare the EU and 
NATO eastward enlargements and I highlight the inability of the EU 
to put forward a comprehensive political agenda to solve the 
Yugoslav conflict. I also look at the roles of Greece and Turkey in the 
Balkans and the Near East. I offer a critical overview of NATO's 
reform and expansion processes of the 1990s, and I argue that its 
transformation from a defence pact into a political organisation, 
upholding and selectively implementing liberal-democratic 
principles, may lead the alliance into serious political deadlock in 
years to come. 

US global leadership in parts of Eurasia during the Cold War was 
bound up not only with US leadership in Western Europe, but also 
with the control of developments in the Near Eastern theatre. In 
the main, the Truman Doctrine and the policy of containment 
(1947) had created a link between a successful defence of Western 
Europe and a successful defence of the Near/Middle East, with 
Greece, Turkey, Iran and Afghanistan constituting the 'front-line' 
zone of politico-military engagement vis-a-vis the Soviet threat. I 
analyse this link and I place the Cyprus issue in the 1950s and 1960s 
in context. I argue here that UK/US policies towards Greece, Cyprus 
and Turkey were mainly unsuccessful, not least because they failed 
to produce a lasting and permanent solution to the Cyprus issue. 
In particular, the 'divide and rule' policy of the UK in the 1950s 
created further animosity between Greece and Turkey, and between 
the Greek and the Turkish Cypriots. The US had inherited this 
policy failure from the UK in the 1960s, but its inaction to prevent 
the Greek junta's coup in Cyprus (July 15, 1974), and the first 
Turkish invasion five days later, had brought two NATO allies to the 
brink of war. But I also see a connection between the strategic need 
of the US to defend Israel after the experience of the Yom Kippur 
war of October 1973, and the Turkish invasions of Cyprus in July 
and August 1974. I thus also dwell on the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
trying to link up the importance of Israel for the US, with the 
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significance of defending Greece, Turkey and Iran from possible 
Soviet encroachments. This chapter is more systematically 
structured through a historical perspective. 

An analysis of Turkish domestic and foreign policies follows. This 
is necessary because the US, today as well as during the Cold War, has 
connected its strategy in the Middle East and Central Asia with 
Turkey's geo-strategic primacy in South-western Eurasia, particularly 
since 1979 with the loss of Iran. An analysis of the 'Turkish pivot', 
will enable us to balance Turkey’s weight in NATO and the EU in 
relation to that of Germany, France, Greece and the Republic of 
Cyprus. Although these issues constitute the main subject of 
discussion in the following chapter, my tentative, pre-emptive 
argument is that the US considers its strategic partnership with 
Germany and France as more important than that with Turkey. To 
put it another way, Germany matters for the US more than Turkey 
in the overall Western Eurasian zone, that is the thick security belt 
stretching from the Baltic states, southwards to the Caspian Sea and 
the Persian Gulf. This is tantamount to saying that if the US was 
forced to choose between a European Germany leading the EU's 
eastward enlargement on the one hand, and Turkey on the other, 
then the superpower would opt for Germany. Although never 
officially said, I tend to believe that Greece's gamble in the 1990s 
that it would block the EU's eastward enlargement if the Republic of 
Cyprus was not admitted to the EU, was almost entirely placed 
within the remit of this strategic assessment. 

I then exemplify further the issue of Germany's geo-strategic 
primacy in Western Eurasia. This chapter looks closely at Cyprus’ 
European perspective and, by focusing on the position of both Greek 
and Turkish Cypriot sides, tries to diagnose the strategic factors that 
underpin their respective arguments. I argue here that Greece and the 
Republic of Cyprus employed the EU/Germany diplomatic card in 
the background and the legal card up front, as Turkey has lacked 
legitimate grounds since 1963-4 to defend its claims and politico- 
military position in Cyprus. Turkey, in contrast, has drawn its 
arguments from its own regional geo-strategic primacy and military 
superiority, with almost all other arguments put forward being 
epiphenomena of this power-politics dimension, in order to buy time. 
This is far from arguing that Greece 'forced' Germany to go along with 
its position on Cyprus. Quite the opposite: I attempt to show that 
Germany and France, in the institutional context of the EU, have had 
a vested geo-strategic interest in the incorporation of the Republic of 



8 Zones of Conflict 


Cyprus to the EU as an independent united state. 'The real criterion 
for choosing the countries which will be in the "fast track” for 
membership’, Peter Gowan wrote, 'will be neither democratic stability 
nor economic strength, but the criterion of Western geo-political 
interests, above all the need to consolidate the incorporation of the 
states constituting the Eastern flanks of Germany and Austria.^ I 
would add to this the strategic criterion of consolidating the EU 
interests in the neuralgic zone of the Eastern Mediterranean, the Suez 
Canal and of the Near Eastern theatre. The US was, and is, vehemently 
against this perspective. In this context, I argue that Cyprus consti- 
tutes a major testing ground for the emancipation of the EU's foreign 
and security policy from the grip of the US. 

The concluding chapter provides an overall assessment of US 
policy in Eurasia. In addition, it attempts to outline the parameters 
that can underpin the emergence of a Eurasian, non-hegemonic and 
social democratic political administration, composed of Eurasian 
powers only. 

Globalisation and European Integration 

I refrain from a systematic theoretical and historical discussion of 
the economic issues inherent in any notion of globalisation and 
European integration. However, it is appropriate to define in this 
Introduction the concepts of 'integration' and 'globalisation' so as to 
avoid confusion and facilitate the reading of the arguments running 
through the text. In any event, a clarification of the terms will lay 
the ground for a deeper understanding of the antagonism between 
the EU and the US, one of the main themes of this book. 

I adopt a qualified version of the definitions employed by the neo- 
realist theories of Robert Keohane and Helen Milner: namely, that 
the notion of globalisation/internationalisation refers to 'processes 
generated by underlying shifts in transaction costs that produce 
observable flows of goods, services and capital 03 These processes, 
however, are not spontaneous events innate in the functioning of 
global, regional and national markets. As I have shown elsewherep3 
and as I explain when examining the role of the IMF and 
GATT-WTO in the Yugoslav crisis, these processes are driven by 
concrete and highly politicised institutions, which are linked to the 
US, serving specific US national economic and political interests. 
Globalisation has been the central pillar of US foreign policy since 
the collapse of the USSR and its satellite states. But it is neither a new 
phenomenon in modern economic history, nor one that is free from 
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state interference and state macro-economic strategieC^'I he US/UK 
globalisation agenda to liberalise the domestic and regional environ- 
ments of other states and organisations presupposes strong, not 
weak, states or central institutions. As the case of Britain under the 
neo-conservative rule of Margaret Thatcher in the 1980s has clearly 
shown, the neo-liberal state has to be strong not only in terms of 
being able to shift the economic policy agenda, but also to exercise 
effective policing over the trade unions. I would also add that, at 
times, Anglo-Saxon globalisation and free trade strategies deliber- 
ately favour arms sales over other forms of trade, thus fuelling 
regional tensions and conflict across the globeP3 Therefore, the 
'underlying shifts in transaction costs' claimed by Keohane and 
Milner as being the defining element of 'globalisation', should be 
viewed alongside the political volition of the US public policy- 
making apparatuses to facilitate and promote this process with a 
view to servicing specific US national interests. Globalisation induces 
national governments to domestic structural adjustments along neo- 
liberal economic lines, thus fostering the formation and re-formation 
of a system of economic, military and political alliances dominated 
by the US. Furthermore, and regardless of whether they are eco- 
nomically successful from a US neo-liberal point of view, 
globalisation movements are necessarily enshrined into the capitalist 
economic tendencies of uneven economic development. Globalisa- 
tion brings about neither economic/welfare prosperity for all, nor 
an economic homogenisation of the various regions of the world. 
Quite the opposite: it reproduces the historically uneven develop- 
ment of capitalism in an extended form, precisely as it reproduces an 
extended subsumption of labour to capital. Moreover, as uneven 
processes, economic/technological modernisation, and modernity 
in general, confer benefits to some groups and regions and not to 
others. At times, and under certain economic and political circum- 
stances, modernisation tends to mobilise ethnic elites and foster 
nationalism in order to alter or reinforce this structured inequality. 
As we shall see in detail, this trend was prominent in the case of the 
break-up of Yugoslavia. Reality is indeed staunchly refusing to 
surrender to the ideologies of liberal orthodoxy and economic 
prosperity for all. 

'Integration', and European integration in particular, is a process 
that is different from those of globalisation/internationalisation. 
Although there is an overlap of economic functions that can be seen 
from the joint financial and capital ventures between European, 
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Japanese and American interests, economic integration remains 'the 
convergence of goods, services and capital in specific markets'^ As 
experienced and best exemplified through the process of European 
integration per se, it is a relatively new historical supranational 
phenomenon that tends to solidify specific economic interests 
generated by the protected regional market and its institutional/ 
political forces. Also, it is indeed new, in the sense that the only 
parallel that can reluctantly be drawn is with the historical process 
of economic integration achieved within the borders of national 
states during and after their foundation in nineteenth- and early- 
twentieth-century Europe. I say 'reluctantly', because Europe has 
achieved a considerable degree of economic integration, without 
having managed, as yet, to create a solid and coherent supranational 
polity. And nor do we know whether it will ever be able to achieve 
this. The roots of the antagonism between the EU and the US lie 
precisely in the completed process of the EU’s economic integration 
(e.g. the euro as the dollar's main competitor in world markets) and 
the incomplete project of its political integration. Time and again, 
Europe is driven by a constellation of states, whose influence on the 
policy-making process of the EU is proportionate to the economic 
and political weight that each of these states carries. This is best 
exemplified through the various Inter-Governmental Conferences 
(IGCs) of the EU. In this context, the EU still remains a 'realist/neo- 
realist' construction, functioning along both centrifugal and 
centripetal tendencies. Europe's political integration would entail a 
wholly independent federal polity, with its own supranational 
democratic institutions able to elaborate and put forward compre- 
hensively independent and single fiscal, industrial, social, cultural, 
foreign, security and defence policies. The US policy of globalisation 
and world domination does not want this to ever take place, and 
the UK/Denmark pair obstructs this process from withinP^l This 
conflict of interests, in turn, becomes a conflict between the major 
players inside and outside the EU, while the smaller and less 
powerful actors have only to jump on the bandwagon of the 
power(s) that best serve(s) their own micro-national interests. This 
is a complex game, which becomes even more obscure in the insti- 
tutionalised and bureaucratic framework of the EU, but it is still a 
fragmented game of discord that pertains to a realist/neo-realist 
definition of international politics. 


2 The New Geo-politics 
of Gas and Oil 


Broadly speaking, there are a number of speculative themes and 
discursive questions that can be addressed in relation to post-Cold 
War international affairs. Should the collapse of the USSR and its 
satellite states be seen as an isolated and self-consuming event 
confined to East-Central Europe, the Balkans and Central Asia? Do 
NATO and the US really design and perform their policies on the 
basis of moral and democratic principles? Moreover, despite the 
restructuring of the West's institutions and power system in the 
1990s, and despite the US/NATO-Russia agreement of May 2002, has 
the Cold War really 'ended'? Has the US really altered its foreign 
policy framework since the break-up of the USSR, or has it simply 
extended it, at times aggressively? Have we experienced any dramatic 
U-turn in the US strategy in the 1990s or, for that matter, since 
September 11, 2001, or have we been witnessing a reform policy and 
the organisational growth of it built upon strategic institutions and 
key policy aims established during the Cold War? This chapter con- 
stitutes an attempt to provide an informed discussion of these 
interrelated themes and questions. 

First, I offer a brief summary of some key events in the 1990s, 
which lead us to conclude that the collapse of the East was bound up 
with a simultaneous 'collapse' and restructuring of the Western 
system of power. It appears that the break-up of the USSR was inex- 
tricably linked to the restructuring of the power relations system of 
the West. This was a restructuring which, in certain respects, was 
bound up with a certain 'collapse' of the Cold War organisational 
structures and modes of political and strategic thinking. For instance, 
the evolution of NATO would have been completely different if the 
disintegration and ultimate break-up of 'really existing socialism' 
had not taken place. 

I go on to analyse a key underlying factor that led the West to 
advance the institutional and organisational restructuring of its 
power relations system. I argue that it is impossible to acquire a fully- 
fledged understanding of NATO, US and EU policies in Western 
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Eurasia, or comprehend the EU-US antagonism itself, if the issue of 
energy is not brought appropriately into context. 'When powers like 
the US or the UK go to war', Peter Gowan argues, 'they do so for 
reasons of national interest, in pursuit of state objectives.^ In this 
qualified context, no moral or ethical principles appear in the 
equation. I reinforce here the principle that behind some key US 
actions backed by the rhetoric of 'human rights' lie strategic and geo- 
political imperatives. 

I thus look at two major strategic resources, oil and gas, both of 
which are coveted and contested by many Eurasian national actors. 
These two resources have strategic significance for every interna- 
tional and regional power, their security being of paramount 
importance for the well-being of their economies. The US, by any 
means available to it, including 'co-operation' with Russia, wants to 
establish its political hegemony over Eurasia, precisely because of 
the strategic significance of the region's energy resources. I will 
examine the 'energy issue’ in US geo-political and geo-economic 
considerations, by way of geo-strategically connecting the entire 
Western Eurasian and Middle Eastern zones, that is Germany's and 
Austria's eastern flanks, Central Asia, the Middle East and the 
Balkans. By doing so, we shall become aware of the ways in which 
global competition over energy resources has been unfolding since 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, thus deepening our knowledge of 
the reasons that prompted the US to employ an expansionist/ 
aggressive policy in Western Eurasia. 

Subsequently, I discuss whether the Cold War has really 'ended', 
or whether US foreign policy has dramatically changed since the 
tragic events of September 11, 2001. The apparent renewed 
economic and political competition between all the key Cold War 
actors (the EU/Germany/France, the USSR/Russia, the US, China and 
Japan), drives me to argue that there is an indisputable institutional 
and strategic continuity between pre- and post-Cold War US policy. 
To a certain extent, this applies to the foreign policy patterns of the 
other protagonists, that is Russia, China, Germany and Japan. 
Apparently, the new realist game that has been unfolding since 1990 
has to do with the new type of economic and political competition 
over security and energy matters that have grown out of traditional 
conflicting geo-political interests and strategic rivalries. In this 
context, it is clear that the main differences between the pre- and 
post-Cold War period are that European Germany and Asian China 
are stronger, Russia is weaker and the US has become the victor. 


The New Geo-politics of Gas and Oil 13 


The 1990s: Years of Pandemonium 

The victory of the US in the Cold War has rightly been attributed to 
a number of structural economic and political weaknesses of the 
USSR and, more pertinently, to its economic inability to compete 
with the Reaganite project of 'star wars Yet the very process of the 
collapse of 'really existing socialism' was not an 'isolated' and quasi- 
structural event - albeit dramatic and at times violent and protracted 
- confined to East-Central Europe, Central Asia and the Balkans. In 
fact, the crisis and the ultimate disintegration of the Warsaw Pact 
regimes were inextricably linked to a number of concomitant trans- 
formations in the Western system of power. In a way, the collapse of 
the East heralded an almost simultaneous 'collapse' of the West in terms 
of new power arrangements and institutional restructuring. 

Undoubtedly, the West, under the hegemonic drive of the US, has 
contributed to the break-up of the East, particularly by promoting 
'shock therapy' neo-liberal economic reforms via the IMF and the 
World Bank, and by encouraging nationalist secessionist movements 
to flourish. As we shall see in the following chapter when examining 
the case of Yugoslavia, this IMF-led strategy has often ignored the 
realities of transition economies that it was supposed to help. Yet the 
overall economic projection towards the East has been successful in 
that it weakened the USSR-Russia, splitting the territorial integrity of 
the USSR and its satellite stated The strategic and geo-economic 
vacuum created could be filled by the expansion of both NATO and 
the EU. It is this very participation of the West in the process of the 
disintegration of the East that has shaken up Western institutions 
and stated 

The following is an incomplete list, presenting a summary of 
issues, some of which will be developed in the following chapters. 
This list exemplifies the way in which the collapse of the East 
mirrored a parallel and simultaneous restructuring of the Western 
system of power: 

a. The reunification of Germany (1990) rebalanced the relationship 
of forces in Europe and gave a further boost to the very process 
of European integration, while at the same time Germany ceased 
to be a 'junior political partner of France^Germany's borderland 
was again Poland, a country of immense strategic importance for 
European Germany and for the success of the EU's eastward 
enlargement per se. Germany began to advance a robust foreign 


14 Zones of Conflict 


policy in Eastern Europe and the Balkans, something which the 
US has always kept in check, witness the case of Germany's ini- 
tiatives in Yugoslavia in the early 1990s, before the total 
unfolding of the Bosnian crisis. 

b. The precipitation, further widening and, to a certain degree, 
deepening of the process of European integration are events of 
significant importance for what can be called the 'European 
project'. These events - whose origin can be traced back to the 
mid-1980s with the launch of the Single European Act under the 
auspices of Jacques Delors - are exemplified by the Maastricht 
(1992) and Amsterdam (1997) Treaties, the accessions of Austria, 
Finland and Sweden (1995), as well as by the introduction of the 
euro and the proposed 'big bang' eastward enlargement 
announced at the IGC of 1996-7. The launch, albeit reluctant 
and with many difficulties, of the ESDI (European Security and 
Defence Identity) is a further indication of Europe's process of 
emancipation from both the Soviet threat and US transatlantic 
supremacy. 

c. The restructuring of NATO and its apparent transformation from 
a defence pact into a political organisation is another crucial 
indicator (see the following chapter)^ The chief purpose of 
NATO's eastward enlargement is the establishment/projection of 
US hegemony in security zones, which during the Cold War were 
under the influence or direct control of the USSR and China. 
This purpose could not have been served on the basis of its Cold 
War defence posture. NATO had to be transformed into a political 
organisation with an aggressive military posture, in order to 
employ the 'stick and carrot' tactics towards Russia and China. 
This dual type of diplomacy could serve American strategic 
interests by preventing the formation of a geo-political European 
axis stretching from France to Russia and even China. The Gulf 
War and, more pertinently, the Bosnian and Kosovo crises 
provided the testing ground for the new aggressive policy of the 
US. The alliance, on the eve of its Kosovo campaign in March 
1999, integrated three new members into its structures: Poland, 
Hungary and the Czech Republic. Those with an inclination to 
think strategically are challenged to contemplate the conse- 
quences of this type of expansion, which in effect prevented 
Europe and Germany from establishing a privileged geo-political 
partnership with Poland, Ukraine, Belarus, the Balkan states and 
Russia, whose energy resources, particularly gas, are of vital sig- 
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nificance for the West. But the US has employed the 'stick' along 
with the 'carrot' throughout. Although NATO's geo-political type 
of expansion can hardly stop until after Russia itself has become 
a full member, and despite the inclusion into NATO of states 
such as the Baltic states, as well as Slovakia, Slovenia, Romania 
and Bulgaria, the US has always showed willingness to 'co- 
operate'. In the 1990s, the US championed the NATO-Russia 
Founding Act and established the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint 
Council. In 2002 the US brought Russia closer to the West. 
Although the US pulled out of the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty of 
1972 in order to be free to develop a missile shield, it convinced 
Russia to sign a treaty committing both sides to cut their 'nuclear 
warheads by two-thirds, to 1,700-2,000 over the next ten years £3 
Inevitably, NATO's expansion and the US-Russia understanding 
limit the extent to which European and Chinese interests can 
increase their influence over the oil and gas 'pipeline map' of the 
Balkans and the greater Middle East (see below). The US is in 
favour of helping Russia to expand its oil industry as it wants to 
diversify its sources of acquiring oi d At the same time, the US, 
being in a position of strength, will be able to remove some key 
parameters that obstruct its political and economic freedom of 
movement in Russia's peripheries and zones of influence. This is 
the policy framework within which regime change in Iraq, which 
is so vehemently supported by the US-UK even by waging a war 
of aggression against Saddam Hussein, can be analysed and 
understood. 

d. The disintegration of 'really existing socialism' also had an 
enormous impact on the domestic politics of some Western 
European states. For example, the collapse of the Italian political 
system in the early 1990s, which had been based on the centrality 
of the corrupt Christian Democratic-Socialist (DC-PSI) axis of 
power, was mainly the result of two interconnected processes: 
that of the collapse of the East and of the process of European 
integration. In particular, the break-up of the USSR gave the 
'green light' to the transformed Italian Communist Party (PCI), 
the PDS (Democratic Party of the Left), to compete for power with 
the other political parties on an equal footing. Finally, the PDS led 
a centre-left coalition government during the second half of the 
1990s, a period of general euphoria for the parties of the 'neo- 
revisionist' or 'Third Way' new European LeftESI 
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I can bring forward more cases that prove the linkages between the 
collapse of the East and the simultaneous 'collapse'/restructuring of 
the Western system of power under the aegis of the US power, the 
IMF and NATO. However, they would add little to the point that has 
already clearly emerged: namely, that the historical process of the 
break-up of the East produced a simultaneous 'collapse' and restruc- 
turing of the West under the hegemonic guidance of the US. We can 
now move on to examine some key underlying strategic factors, but- 
tressing the US logic of power projection deeper into Eurasia's 
heartland. These strategic factors are related to oil and gas. 

Conflicting Interests: Oil and Gas Projects in Eurasia 

Eurasia as a whole accounts for 75 per cent of the world's population, 
60 per cent of its gross national product (GNP) and 75 per cent of its 
energy resources. Moreover, '63 per cent of the world's proven oil 
reserves are in the Middle East [and) 25 per cent (or 261 billion 
barrels) in Saudi Arabia aloneGSlOf all major oil and gas producing 
states and regions in the world (setting aside Saudi Arabia, Iraq, 
Russia, Kuwait, Libya, Iran, the Caucasus and the Caspian Sea 
regions), only Venezuela, Mexico, and the US states of Texas and 
Alaska, fall outside Eurasia's landscape. 

The key point is that all major oil producing states and regions, 
with the exception of those in North America, are volatile and 
conflict-ridderPH Also - but now with the additional exception of 
Venezuela - they are surrounded by, or centred on significant 
Eurasian powers, all with a colonial past. These powers are Russia, 
China, Germany, Britain and France, with Japan in the far Eastern arc 
projecting significant regional and global power, which is largely 
driven by high-tech industries. As well as trying to accommodate 
Arab and OPEC (Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries) 
interests, the US today is in economic and political competition with 
these powers, the partial exception being Britain, with whom it 
enjoys a special relationship, but not at all times and not on every 
single matter. In the main, this story of rivalry and competition is 
neither a mere extension of Cold War settings, nor a post-Cold War 
phenomenon per se. In a way, this narrative has always been around, 
at least since oil, gas and other energy and hydrocarbon resources 
became the locomotives of modern economies and societies. 

Imperial Britain and France had to subordinate Middle Eastern 
tribal interests, and also had to find a modus vivendi with tsarist 
Russia, when establishing their hegemonic presence in Mosul 
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(Northern Iraq) and the Levant respectively. As part of his Russian 
campaign, Hitler had planned to connect the control of the Danube 
and its Black Sea mouth, with the oilfields of Baku and the 
CaucasLi4rLd After the Second World War, the US, taking over from 
Britain and France, also had to deal with the USSR and the Arab 
nationalism of the new Middle Eastern states, particularly from the 
Suez crisis onwards. And today, mutatis mutandis, the wider Middle 
Eastern region is equally volatile, with the US facing increased com- 
petition from EU powers, Russia and China over its energy resources. 
'Our paramount national security interest in the Middle East', a 1995 
US Department of Defence report stated, 'is maintaining the 
unhindered flow of oil from the Persian Gulf to world markets at 
stable prices 

Over the years, the EU has expressed similar concerns. In a 2000 
Green Paper put forward by the Commission we read that: 'petrol is 
vital for the economy like bread' and that 'any disruption of supplies 
or erratic fluctuation in prices' is likely to cause social disruption 
leading to social demands that it may not be possible to meetP-^The 
leading EU powers cannot forget the havoc caused to their 
economies by the oil embargoes of 1973 and 1979. 

Similarly, China's economy is wholly dependent on oil and gas 
and the cheaper the energy the greater the likelihood of managing 
sustained economic growth for its population of 1.3bn. In terms of 
import requirements, China's need for oil is expected to rise to 40 
per cent by 2010, as compared to 20 per cent in 1995. 15 In this race, 
Chinese giants such as Sinopec and Petrochina would have to 
compete with other US and EU companies as China has entered the 
WTO. Although the worry about oil and gas prices is only one 
concern among many others for the key players, it is a major one. 

The 'economic miracles' of the 1950s and 1960s experienced by 
the West were driven by a Keynesian set of national policies based on 
a rationalised management of aggregate demand. John M. Keynes 
advocated that macro-economic state intervention was a necessary 
and sufficient tool for economic growth and for balancing out 
market disequilibria. It entailed the development of welfarism and 
the control of interest rates and inflation through fiscal/budgetary 
instruments. Increases in real and nominal wages were to be offset 
by an increase in the level of consumption and by investment 
strategies. However, this policy, whose main aim was to consolidate 
'an aggregate volume of output corresponding to full employment 
as nearly as is practicable*^ came to a halt with the collapse of the 
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Bretton Woods system (1971) and the first oil shock (1973)Q2]The 
shock, which came in the wake of the Yom Kippur war (October 
1973) between Israel and Arab states (mainly Egypt, Syria and 
Jordan), was exemplified by an increase of 70 per cent in the price 
of crude oil. Moreover, the Arab member states of OPEC stopped 
exports to the US and Netherlands, while reducing overall exports 
by 25 per centP^This contributed to an increase in the rate of 
inflation in the West, shook up the Keynesian consensus and 
introduced strong pressures upon the fiscal performance of the 
Western states and the average (relatively high) rate of real and 
nominal wages. 

Although the West today is less dependent on oil than it was, due 
mainly to the adoption of energy policies, such as the establishment 
of strategic fuel reserves or the diversification of fuel sources from oil 
to nuclear and gas, the fact remains that 'oil still has the power to 
shockCPsince 1973, the world has experienced two other significant 
oil-driven crises (in 1979 with the Iranian revolution and in 1990-92 
due to the Gulf War). The negative impact upon the West on both 
occasions was alarming. In this context, one of the fundamental 
policy aims of the US today is still the stabilisation of the interna- 
tional price of crude oil at the lowest possible marketable levels. 

Yet this remains one objective among many others, simply 
because the US is not only interested in obtaining cheap oil or gas, 
nor in obtaining them from the Middle Eastern states alon^PHlThe 
US, having won the Cold War, also wants to control, as much as 
possible, their production and safe transportation to Western 
markets by eliminating possible West European, Eastern (e.g. Russia, 
China) or Middle Eastern competitors. Moreover, the emergence of 
possible alternatives to the Middle Eastern energy resources, such as 
those discovered in the Caspian Sea region, has opened up new 
policy avenues for the US. With the disintegration of the USSR, 
Central Asia, together with the Caucasus, the Black Sea and the 
Balkans, have assumed particular geo-strategic significance, either as 
oil and gas producing regions or as strategic transport routes. The 
roots of the new geo-political game since the collapse of the USSR 
lie precisely here. 

Among other things, the break-up of the USSR was inevitably 
going to lead to a politico-economic crisis over energy and pipeline 
networks, which were centrally administered and planned by the 
state authorities. Although the process of privatisation/decentralisa- 
tion is far from completed in Russia, the new independent states in 
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Central Asia, the Caucasus and the Black Sea region, most of which 
were connected to the USSR's energy network, have assumed a new 
geo-political centrality in Eurasia, which for the US is difficult to 
ignore. 

LUKoil, Russia's giant oil corporation, 'has discovered a field of 5 
billion barrels of proven reserves in the Russian part of the Caspian 
shelf' and 'seismic data suggest that the field's vast size could triple 
the initial estimates inside the license area aloneC^H Oilfields in 
Azerbaijan 'are estimated to have 3-4 billion barrels of recoverable oil 
reserves' and the Tengiz field in Kazakhstan in the early 1990s was 
'the largest discovery of crude oil since Prudhoe Bay in Alaska with 
proven crude reserves of 6 billion barrels, and a possible additional 
recoverable reserve of 3 billion barrels'P^The Caspian region is also 
very rich in gas (Turkmenistan is the world's fourth largest gas 
producer), hydrocarbons and fish. In particular, it has 'the world's 
largest concentration of sturgeon, producer of caviarC^Any oil and 
gas supplies that spread the political risk away from OPEC, Keith 
Fisher argues, 'are seen [by the West] to be a good thingC23] Or, as 
Fiona Hill put it: 

US interests [in the Caspian region] are very straightforward. 
Removing the stranglehold of the Middle East over the world's oil 
supplies through the exploitation of Caspian resources will have 
a positive effect on the global energy balance, and bring long- 
term commercial benefits for the US if US oil companies are 

directly involvetPH 

Thus, the Middle East, although still a key region for European and 
American interests, has not been the sole focus of the West since the 
Cold War. There is indeed an energy 'pipeline map' drafted by 
leading US and UK companies, such as Chevron, BP and Amoco 
(which merged in 1998), UNOCAL, Texaco, Exxon and Pennzoil, and 
it is this map 'around the oil and natural gas resources of the region 
that connects the Balkans to Afghanistan'PSIlt is in this respect that 
the Middle East, although still of paramount strategic and global 
importance, can be seen only in the context of a greater Middle East, 
which includes Central Asia and the Pakistan-Afghanistan zone, the 
Caspian and the Caucasus. In the event, however, US policy is forced 
to discipline and/or accommodate the interests of some important 
regional actors, while also facing competition from EU states. 
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All five littoral Caspian Sea states (Russia, Iran, Azerbaijan, Turk- 
menistan and Kazakhstan) are in fierce competition over the vast 
energy resources and disagreements have arisen between them over 
the delimitation of the continental shelf and territorial waters since 
the break-up of the USSR. In the first half of the 1990s, Russia and 
Iran insisted on a continuation of the legal status of the Caspian, 
which was valid during the Soviet period and consisted of treaties 
signed in 1921 and 1940. These treaties had stipulated the status of 
the Sea in the form of a condominium between Russia and Iran, but 
this came to be disputed by the new break-away post-Soviet republics 
of Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan. The new post-Soviet states argued that 
the treaties were imprecise as regards energy resources exploitation 
and continental shelf issues. Thus, Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan began 
claiming the oilfields of the Caspian on the basis of 'the provisions 
of the 1982 Law of the Sea, which assigns national sectors to littoral 
states'PZlBut this was unacceptable to Russia, which saw the Caspian 
not as a 'Sea' but as a landlocked lake, hence the irrelevance of the 
1982 Law of the Sea in the Caspian casePH Towards the late 1990s 
and early 2000s, however, Russia began to change its approach, and 
tried to make unilateral agreements with other littoral states over 
the delimitation of fishing sectors and the continental shelf. This 
infuriated Iran, which claimed some 20 per cent-plus of the Caspian, 
'although its coastline represents about 14 per cent of the total P3 
It should be noted that these regional disputes directly affect the 
US and West European interests, as well as some Middle Eastern 
companies operating in Central Asia. Chevron and Oman Oil are 
major players in Kazakhstan and the Caspian region in general, 
alongside 'British Petroleum, France's Total and Italy's AgipP^US 
companies have more than 50 per cent of the stakes in the 
Azerbaijan oil consortium and 'Turkey had pledged more than $886 
million in Exibank credits' to the Turkish-speaking states of the 
Caspian and Central AsiaPH As well as the new projects under way, 
there were already two significant pipeline routes for oil from the 
Soviet years 'from Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan to the Black Sea, both 
of which run through Russia and Chechnya to NovorossiiskP^The 
wars between Armenia and Azerbaijan over the Nagorno-Karabach, 
and between Russia and the Chechens, which triggered Turkey's and 
Saudi Arabia's discreet involvement on the side of the Azeris and 
Chechens, caused serious problems for the US as it tried to perform 
a balancing act between Iran, Turkey and Russia under its hegemonic 
mediation. The same holds true for the conflict between (pro-US) 
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Georgia and (pro-Russian) Abkhazia, which is a province of Georgia 
(the US deployed troops there in February 2002p3 At the centre of 
all these conflicts was and is control over strategic territorial zones 
that bridge the Caspian with the Black Sea as oil and gas transport 
routes. Time and again, the headache for the US has been how to 
avoid a repetition of the Middle East volatility in the Caspian and 
the Caucasus; how to guarantee the safe transportation of oil to 
Western markets; as well as how to eliminate other regional (e.g. 
Russia, Iran) or global competitors (e.g. EU states). 

The EU - led by Germany and France - together with Russia and 
China have a distinct presence in the Eurasian competition over 
energy resources. As early as 1990, 'Dutch Prime Minister Ruud 
Lubbers broached the idea of a European-wide energy community, 
which would capitalise on the complementary relationship between 
the European Economic Community, the USSR and the countries of 
Central and Eastern Lurope.ESlfhe Lubbers scheme was later evolved 
into an EU-led international agreement, aiming at regulating various 
programmes related to energy. One such programme is TACIS 
(Technical Assistance to the Commonwealth of Independent States), 
which had spawned 'two network infrastructure programmes', 
TRACECA (Transport Corridor Europe-Caucasus-Asia) and INOGATE 
(Inter-state Oil and Gas Transport to Europe)^ Launched in 1993 
and 1995 respectively, both programmes were aimed at assisting the 
construction of new pipeline networks, or the renovation of old 
ones, in the zone stretching from the Caspian and the Black Sea 
regions to Western Europe. The EU, under pressure from the US, 
tends to avoid transit routes that are under Russian influence or pass 
through Russian territory: this is due to US awareness that an energy 
axis may develop between Franco-German and Russian interesti*^ 
True, EU companies are also in competition with the Russian giants 
Gazprom (the country's virtual gas monopoly) and LUKoil (the state- 
run oil corporation), but this may cease to be the case when key 
former Soviet Republics, such as Ukraine, are integrated into the EU. 
The truth of the matter, however, is that there is fierce competition 
between the US and the EU in the greater Middle East, and this has 
been exemplified several times in the 1990s, either directly through 
the EU, or through the individual attitudes of key EU states or 
companie£23 

China has its own plan for acquiring oil and gas, as it wants to 
diminish its dependency on Russia and Iran. Viewing the Caspian 
Sea region and the new Central Asian republics as key strategic zones 
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that could serve its own energy and economic interests, China has 
construction plans for 'a 4,200km network of gas and oil pipelines 
running from China's Western province of Xinjiang to the major 
East coast metropolis of Shanghai"P^ This has the potential to 
establish a 'Pan-Asian Global Energy Bridge', thus bringing about sig- 
nificant geo-strategic realignments in Eurasia and endangering the 
leading role of the USp2l 

The oil game is truly global. There is, for instance, harsh compe- 
tition over energy production between Saudi Arabia, Russia and 
Venezuela. Any change of status quo in Iraq in the wake of the fall of 
Saddam Hussein would alter the geo-economics/geo-politics of oil 
and gas in the Middle East, not least because a number of Western 
companies may or may not finalise the agreements signed with the 
Iraqi government during the 1990s. Leading among them are 
France's TotalFinaElf (which agreed to exploit the development of 
Iraq's huge Majnoon oilfield), LUKoil (which agreed to develop the 
West Qurna field), Italy's Agip and China's China National 
Petroleum Corp. Admittedly, an opening-up of Iraq's oil market 
would challenge the primacy of Saudi Arabia in OPEC, thus allowing 
the US to rebalance its import quotas from the Middle East. Iraq is 
the seventh largest oil producer in the world, but its oil reserves are 
second only to Saudi Arabia's and its oilfields are 'badly under- 
utilised ... because of deteriorating equipmentPHI 
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Iran 
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Venezuela 
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Russia 

48.6 
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USA 

30.4 

7.7 

Libya 
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11.4 

Mexico 

26.9 
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Source: BP Statistical Review of World Energy (quoted in 'Don't mention the 
O-word', The Economist, September 14, 2002, p. 26). 


There is also involvement of Latin American companies in the 
construction game of pipelines in Central Asia. For example, the 
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independent Argentine company, Bridas, unveiled a plan for a Turk- 
menistan-Afghanistan-Pakistan gas pipeline in July 1995. However, 
the Los Angeles-based UNOCAL and Saudi-owned Delta-Nimir 
interfered aggressively and thwarted the Argentine initiativi-d-lThe 
US assists its companies by employing diplomatic and military 
means and tries to keep this global competition over energy in check 
by imposing its own agenda. In the case of US-Saudi friendly 
relations over energy, the quid pro quo generated for each party is 
rather clear-cut: 

Saudi Aramco, the state oil company, earns about $ 1 a barrel less 
on sales to the US than on sales to the countries of Europe and 
East Asia. That discount translates into a subsidy to US consumers 
of $620 million per year. In return, the US deploys military forces 
in the Persian Gulf, which is of course also expensive. And given 
US sensitivity to Riyadh's policy concerns on an array of issues, 
from the Arab-Israeli peace process to Kosovo and to Central Asia, 
Washington pays the additional price of being constrained in its 
own foreign policy-makingP-3 

The Balkan zone constitutes a significant transport route for oil and 
gas, and it is thus a strategic bridge. In this context, the Balkans can 
be viewed as the geo-political gatekeeper between Western and 
Eastern Eurasia, acquiring a security dimension of paramount 
importance for NATO and the US. 

The trans-Balkan pipeline project headed by leading US and 
European oil investors (US Eximbank, the EBRD, the World Bank and 
the AMBO - the US-owned Albanian, Macedonian and Bulgarian Oil 
corporation), begins in 'the Bulgarian Black Sea port city of Bourgas, 
crosses through Macedonia, and ends in the Albanian Adriatic port 
of Durres'P^This pipeline, designed to transport oil and gas from 
the Caspian Sea, would have to pass 'only 20 km from Kosovo's 
Southern border'CSl Various feasibility studies carried out between 
1997 and 2000 had raised the budget of the project to $1,000,000, 
in view of seeing it completed by 2005. Thus, it is no accident that 
NATO mounted its Kosovo campaign and that the largest American 
foreign military base built since Vietnam is that of Camp Bondsteel 
in Kosovo, financed by the Brown & Root Division of Halliburton, 
the world's biggest oil services corporation. It is also worth noting 
that the managing director of that company was Dick Cheney, 
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before he became the Vice-President of the US in the administration 
of Bush junioPSl 

Russia's policy in the Balkans is equally proactive. Russia, Bulgaria 
and Greece have agreed on another $600,000 underground oil 
pipeline project, in order to carry Russian gas and Caspian crude to 
the Aegean port of Alexandroupolis in Greece. Russian tankers 
setting off from Novorossiisk will carry the crude to Bourgas, 
Bulgaria's Black Sea port, and the underground Bourgas-Alexan- 
droupolis pipeline will be 256km lonj£251 This will have the 
additional advantage of reducing tanker traffic through the Turkish 
Straits, thus reducing the danger of an environmental disaste£23The 
project is administered by the 'Greek-Russian consortium Trans- 
Balkan Pipeline', in which Gazprom, LUKoil and Hellenic Petroleum 
have large stakes. In the main, this has ensured that 'the Russians 
maintain their grip on oil export routes from the former Soviet 
Union(3HMoreover, it has reduced the strategic weight of Turkey vis- 
a-vis that of Russia, keeping the economic competition between 
Russia, the EU and the US in the Balkans on a relatively equal 
footing. However - as a report written by the Economist Intelligence 
Unit argued - this type of Russian initiative in the Balkans should 
also be seen as an attempt to 'drivjej a wedge' between Greece and 
Turkey and increase its influence in the Near/Middle East, witness 
'plans to sell an air missile system to Cyprus' in 1998. 49 

In addition, in March 2002, Greece and Turkey signed a $300m 
agreement to build a pipeline to carry gas from Iran and the Caspian 
Sea region through Turkey to Alexandroupolis and thence to Western 
Europd?SlTo a certain extent, this should be seen as a by-product of 
the Baku-Ceyhan project. Although this project is supported by the 
US, existing feasibility studies raise concerns over its high cost and it 
may therefore be abandoned. The Balkans as a whole, and Turkey 
and Greece in particular, constitute important bridges for the transfer 
of Asian energy to Western markets. In this context, Greece seems to 
be adopting a remarkably flexible attitude, being able to strike deals 
with both Russia and US-sponsored energy projects. 

Overall, and given the volatile character of the Balkan region and 
the greater Middle East, as well as the conflict between Greece and 
Turkey over Cyprus and the Aegean, the following propositions seem 
to be inescapable: 

a. The Middle East has ceased to be the sole focus of US strategic 
thinking. Since the defeat of the USSR during the Cold War, the 
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Caspian and the Black Seas, the Caucasus and the Balkans have 
assumed a new geo-strategic prominence in US foreign policy. 
The principal aim of the US since the Cold War has not only been 
to be able to buy cheap oil, but also to control its production and 
transportation by eliminating key competitors, such as China, 
Germany, France and Russia, as well as Arab players, such as Iran. 
The US also aims at reducing its dependence on Saudi Arabia and 
OPEC and this constitutes an additional reason for wanting to 
overthrow Saddam's Iraqi regime, thus opening up Iraqi oil to 
Western competition. Efforts by the Pentagon (February 2002) to 
establish a military presence in Georgia under the pretext of 
bolstering Georgian security against terrorism may well be seen 
as part of a wider strategy aimed at the consolidation of US power 
for the purpose of supervising regional energy interests and 
pipeline projects that are running through the conflicting zone 
of Chechnya, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Central AsiaPHln any 
event, the US has, since September 11, established a remarkable 
military presence in all Central Asian republics, the sole 
exception at the time of writing being KazakhstanPS 

b. Only NATO's eastward expansion and the US's power projection 
into Central Asia could provide the necessary security environ- 
ment required for similar types of energy projects, a fact that 
constituted a key strategic motive for the US to launch its Kosovo 
campaign in March 1999. 53 In addition, and responding 
positively to the invitation of Islamic states to support the 
Muslim cause in the Balkans (see the following chapter), the US 
was able to counter-balance its pro-Israeli policy in the Middle 
East offering a politically reasonable quid pro quo to Islam. In 
retrospect, this policy seems to have confused matters even more 
since the terrorist attacks of September 11, as these attacks were 
attributed to the A1 Qaeda Islamic fundamentalist network run 
by Osama bin Laden. In any event, the Balkans, due mainly to 
the collapse of the USSR and the importance of the Caspian 
region, have risen in the 1990s to become a key geo-political 
bridge between Western and Eastern Eurasia, between the West 
and the East. 

c. The US is engaged in economic competition with Russia and the 
EU/Germany and, therefore, has to keep their influence in the 
Balkans and the greater Middle East in check and under constant 
'supervision'. Time and again, this realist international relations 
game can only be dealt with in realist terms, that is in terms of 
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realpolitik: US energy security and other economic interests can 
only be guaranteed by NATO's consolidation and expansion in 
Europe and the US's projection of power deeper into Eurasia. The 
Russian-American understanding of May 2002 should also be 
seen within this qualified context, 
d. The engagement of Greece and Turkey - with the former already 
a key Balkan economic player in terms of foreign direct 
investment, small business networks and company acquisition - 
with oil and gas projects, underpins the US policy of a rapproche- 
ment between the two states. This facilitates US interests in that 
it creates conditions of co-operation between two important 
NATO allies but traditional foes in the region (see following 
chaptersJ-dJH owever, given the involvement of both Greece and 
Europe with Russian interests in the Balkans and the greater 
Middle East, an unstable equilibrium of compromises seems to 
have emerged in Eurasia between the US, the EU and Russia 
under the hegemony of the former. The Cold War is not really 
over. 

End of the Cold War? 

I have maintained that the primary geo-strategic objective of the US 
following the end of the Cold War has been the control of, or 
strategic influence over, the Eurasian landmass, which stretches from 
the EU states to Russia, Central Asia, China and Japan. I have also 
argued that the policy employed by the US for the achievement of 
that goal is multifaceted but comprehensive: it includes sound 
leadership over European political and military affairs, a leadership 
that was established during the Cold War; it is based on the conser- 
vative economic power projection of the IMF and the World Banlp^ 
it promotes globalisation and free trade through the World Trade 
Organisation (WTO), whilst being careful to protect the US market 
from foreign competition; it encourages nationalistic movements in 
Eastern Europe and the Balkans in order to break up medium-to-large 
sized multiethnic states; it secured the revision of the ABM Treaty of 
1972 in November-December 2001, after a long dispute with Russia; 
and it uses NATO and NATO members to project power in oil and gas 
producing regions, while at the same time trying to secure and 
control the transportation of energy to Western European markets 
and Northern America through the elimination of competition. 
Brzezinski used a different language in summarising these points: 
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[In brief] America stands supreme in the four decisive domains of global 
power: militarily, it has an unmatched global reach; economically, 
it remains the main locomotive of global growth, even if 
challenged in some respects by Japan and Germany (neither of 
which enjoys the other attributes of global might); technologi- 
cally, it retains the overall lead in the cutting-edge areas of 
innovation; and culturally, despite some crassness, it enjoys an 
appeal that is unrivalled, especially among the world's youth - all 
of which gives the United States a political clout that no other 
state comes close to matching. It is the combination of all four that 
makes America the only comprehensive global superpower [emphasis 
by BrzezinskijC^i] 

This complex of strategic elements of post-Cold War US policy may 
constitute an organic whole, but things are never as clear-cut in 
practice as in theory. However comprehensive and cohesive it may 
be, every policy formulation is but an 'ideal-typical' construction 
that never appears in the same theoretical form during its 
practical-political implementation. Policy schemes encounter 
resistance, and have to face contingencies, imponderable factors and 
reactions from socio-political and economic forces, which, in turn, 
happen to have their own self-serving schemes and policies to 
implement. Thus, the results and the consequences of US policy 
actions, and of every policy action, are often other than those that 
were expected. In a way, the battle is always open-ended, and at 
times contradictions are inherent in the very theoretical and 
notional schemes of the policies employed. 

The above is applicable to America's campaign in the Gulf (1991), 
or the 'humanitarian war' over Kosovo (1999). By presenting 
themselves as guarantors and disseminators of Western liberal values 
across the globe, and by thinking of themselves as the 'new Romans', 
with the Iraqis, Asians and many others being dubbed as the 'new 
barbarians', NATO and the US fell into an awkward policy pattern 
of legal, moral and political contradictionsC^ZlThis policy pattern, 
revamped by Bush junior after September 11 with the use of the 
phrase 'axis of evil', considers that if 'rogue states' (e.g. North Korea, 
Iraq, Iran) or 'failing states' (e.g. Rwanda, Haiti) prove disobedient, 
anarchical or to have terrorist affiliations, then the US and/or NATO 
are entitled to use force (as in Serbia, Iraq), or the threat of it (as with 
North Korea), or to make the situation even more chaotic (as in 
Somalia, Ethiopia/Eritrea) in order to accomplish their aim<pH But 
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as we shall see in more detail below, this policy scheme cannot 
always work appropriately and bring about the desired results for 
NATO and the US. For the time being, it suffices to say that this is 
mainly because of two reasons: 

a. Delivering 'justice by means of violence' is a notional contradic- 
tion that betrays the real incentives for action in the eyes of 
Western European publics. Such a concept borders on 'double 
standards', because it cannot be implemented on every occasion, 
thus failing to attribute universal value to a new set of principles 
in international law. 

b. Other significant powers tend to obstruct/resist this projection 
of US power in state zones and regions in which they themselves 
enjoy certain economic privileges and political influence. Joseph 
Nye is indeed right: the US 'cannot go it alone'P^l'I'o all intents 
and purposes, it needs the co-operation of both Europe and 
Russia to establish its hegemony in Eurasia. 

The aims of the US are other than humanitarian. The Kosovo 
campaign clearly showed that NATO and the US were interested in 
a strategic positioning in the region, rather than in total victory over 
the declared enemy - let alone in the protection of human rights of 
Kosovo Albanians. This strategic positioning would enable them to 
determine the success of NATO's eastward projection deeper into 
Western Eurasia. By bringing Serbia into line with mainstream NATO 
policy, and provided that Albania, Kosovo and Macedonia would 
stabilise under NATO's grip, something which, among other things, 
implies co-operation between Greece and Turkey, no disruption of oil 
and gas pipeline projects connecting the Balkans with the Caspian 
Sea could be conceivably anticipated. Eurasia is the key region in the 
US quest for world dominance. But the first stage to be accomplished 
in moving towards this goal is the consolidation of American power 
in South-western Eurasia's thick oval belt, that is the zone of conflict 
in which most of the US-led institutions and systems of alliances 
have operated since the Cold War years: the Balkans and the greater 
Middle East. 

There are a number of interpretations of the way in which the US 
responded to the terrorist attacks of September 1 1 and handled the 
ensuing crisiT^There is also contemplation over whether or not the 
post-September 11 US has changed its post-Cold War foreign policy 
and security prioritiesESH Official US-UK policy argued that the 
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ruthless bombing of Afghanistan in 2001-02 and the establishment 
of permanent US bases and listening posts there were both necessary 
in order to back efforts for the eradication of the Al-Qaeda terrorist 
networlC^l Similarly, both powers have argued that Saddam Hussein 
is an evil dictator who defies the UN, as he possesses biological, 
chemical and other weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and that, 
therefore, he has to be removed from office by all means available. 
There was also premature euphoria over the US-Russia arms 
reduction agreement of May 2002 and the establishment of a new 
NATO-Russia Council, events that have led commentators and 
politicians to declare the 'real end of the Cold War'LMJ These are 
superfluous arguments. 

Our analyses so far suggest that the post-September 1 1 policy of 
the US has not been guided by the imperative of the extermination 
of Al-Qaeda which, if at all, could have been achieved by intelli- 
gence and other surveillance and economic means, without the use 
of brutal military force on poor and deprived populations. Nor has 
it been guided by the need to remove Saddam Hussein from power 
because he may use WMD against Israel and other US interests in 
the Middle East. Rather, the aim of the campaign in Afghanistan, or 
of any possible future campaign of the US-UK in the greater Middle 
East, has been/will be based on pre-existing schemes aimed at the 
gradual encircling of Russia and China, the control over oil and gas 
pipeline projects, the opening up of the Middle Eastern market to 
Western competition as well as the strategic surveillance of India 
and Pakistan, whose conflict over Kashmir has periodically assumed 
unpredictable turn^SH a Eurasian network of oil and gas pipelines 
with China and Russia at their epicentre would thwart any US plan 
for establishing hegemony over this crucial region. In addition, the 
US would prefer a disengagement of the EU dependency on Russia's 
supply of gas, as there are always fears of a special geo-political 
understanding between Russia and France/Germany. The US-Russia 
arms reduction deal of May 2002 and the joint NATO-Russia 
Council are nothing more and nothing less than forms of 
engagement, whose continuing survival would depend on progress 
achieved on issues related to trade, oil, gas and Eurasian security 
matter£23 

'A few days before September 11', Bulent Gokay observed, 'the US 
Energy Information Administration documented Afghanistan's 
strategic "geographical position as a potential transit route for oil 
and natural gas exports from Central Asia to the Arabian Sea".ESSl 
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During the campaign in Afghanistan, Pakistan and Turkmenistan 
discussed 'the development of a gas pipeline from Turkmenistan via 
Afghanistan to the port of Gwadar, now being built with Chinese 
assistance on the Baluchistan coastM^ Given NATO's unstoppable 
eastward expansion, a US presence in Afghanistan and Central Asia 
- which follows that in the Gulf, Yemen and Saudi Arabia - provides 
strategic depth to the management and control of the region's 
energy resources for the US and its closest allies. In this context, as 
we shall see in more detail below, Turkey constitutes an invaluable 
strategic pawn in the energy pipeline projects of the US global 
interests, projects that aim, if possible, at bypassing RussiaP^D 
Moreover, the US, by using air and naval bases in Turkey, Saudi 
Arabia and Kuwait, as well as nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, can 
employ an integrated projection of power in Central Asia and the 
Middle East that cannot possibly be matched even by all the other 
Western powers put togethefSS] 

This sort of interpretation of post-September 11 US foreign policy 
is evidenced by the pronounced links between the NATO's eastward 
enlargement drive and the US strategic projection of power towards 
the entire Western Eurasian zone, which is taking place with or 
without the direct involvement of other NATO powers. The US aims 
at unifying the Balkans with the greater Middle East for planning and geo- 
strategic purposes, a hegemonic scheme that could not be put into full 
operation during the Cold War due to the USSR's strong politico-military 
posture in Eurasia and the resistance of Arab nationalism. 

Overall, the US geo-strategic imperatives in Europe and Asia, as 
they had been elaborated during the first half of the 1990s, have not 
changed since September 11. If anything, September 11 seems to 
have accelerated the pace, the unilateral rigour and the theoretical 
comprehensiveness of policies by which the US is pursuing its goal 
of the political mastery of Eurasia and its oil and gas producing 
regions. As Michael Cox has suggested, the 'new' American 
hegemony of which so many writers now speak in earnest is in fact 
not 'new' at all. Rather, 'it is the result of a combination of largely 
ignored trends which predated September llC^As we shall examine 
in more detail below, throughout the 1990s, the US was fully aware 
of the dangers of terrorism and of 'rogue' states possessing 'weapons 
of mass destruction'. Furthermore, although post-Cold War terrorism 
may have new clothes, it was present during the Cold War either in 
the form of 'red terrorism' (e.g. the Red Brigades in Italy) or in the 
form of ethnic terrorism (e.g. the Irish case). In the light of this, I would 
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argue that the US's struggle for mastery in Eurasia and the eastward 
expansion of NATO should be seen as aggressive geo-strategic extensions 
of America's top Cold War priorities, those being the defence of Western 
Europe from the Soviet threat and the destruction of the USSR. 

But once the destruction of the USSR had been achieved, the Cold 
War schemes and institutions had to be reformed, extended and 
revamped so as to incorporate the geo-political priorities and needs 
arising from the new geo-strategic setting. The destruction of the 
USSR did not entail the destruction of Russia and the market 
economic reforms in China strengthened, rather than weakened the 
Communist-led Chinese state. Moreover, the EU, under the guidance 
of Germany and France has arisen as an economic global giant chal- 
lenging the trade supremacy of the US. Japan, plays its part in the 
global economic competition by consolidating a significant presence 
in the fields of technology and finance. 

Seen from this perspective, the 'end' of the Cold War is an epiphe- 
nomenon, which may well, after all, misrepresent realities. The 'end' 
of the Cold War did not mean the end of the old geo-political, 
economic and strategic rivalries between the US, Japan, China, 
Russia, France and Germany. 'NATO's purpose', Ford Ismay had 
famously said back in 1949, 'was to keep the Americans in, the 
Russians down and the Germans out.' In a way, it remains so today, 
albeit in a renewed form with new meanings and novel strategic 
dimensions expressed through powerful regional economic blocs, 
such as those of the EU, China, Russia, North America and Japan. It 
is a matter of fact that the main antagonistic ingredients of the Cold War, 
including economic and military institutions, are still around, the sole dif- 
ferences being that Russia is weaker, European Germany and Asian China 
are stronger, and the US is the aggressive unstoppable global victoPH More 
to the point, in many ways, the twenty-first century situation 
resembles the pre-1919 realist geo-political settings and Great Power 
rivalries, at the centre of which lay the defence of a multitude of 
competing national interests. But there is a crucial structural and 
political difference: no parallel can be drawn between Britain's 
imperial supremacy in the nineteenth century and the US might 
today. The US has indisputably become a unique global superpower 
that finds no match in any modern imperial precedent. And yet, as 
Nye put it, 'it can not go it alone'. 

The most distinguished geo-strategic game in this respect is that 
between the leading EU states and the US. The US is in favour of the 
EU's eastward and southward enlargements, led by Germany and 
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France respectively, but the process has to remain subordinate to the 
US's global strategic and economic interests. The best way to ensure 
this is by preventing the EU from achieving political integration - 
the so-called 'ever closer Union' project of the EU. US strategy is 
coupled with assistance of the UK, which favours EU enlargement 
along neo-liberal economic lines, something which was and is to the 
detriment of Europe's political cohesion^!] i will attempt to 
exemplify this issue by looking at the Balkan crisis in the 1990s and 
the roles of external forces in it. In this context, an important actor 
has to assume pride of place: the US-led NATO. 


3 Scarface Politics 


The wave of optimism that engulfed NATO and the Western 
democratic states in the wake of the collapse of 'really existing 
socialism', was soon replaced by concerns about how to tackle the 
new cluster of awkward problems emerging out of this collapse. 
Issues such as the economic and political breakdown of state 
socialism, or the ethnic conflict that followed this breakdown were 
openly discussed at all levels of international organisations and 
Western national governments. However, security and defence 
matters were only reluctantly addressed before the US initiative to 
launch the Partnership for Peace project (PfP) in October 1993, an 
initiative which encompassed the main ideas upon which NATO was 
to consolidate its future reform. Broadly speaking, the genus of 
conundrums faced by US/UK strategists can be divided into three, 
strictly interlinked, categories: 

a. Political and ideological redefinition of the ‘enemy'. This was 
somehow NATO's 'existential' problem: the alliance had to 
specify a concrete framework including, if possible, all its 
potential new 'enemies' and 'friends' emerging from the bi-polar 
world. Either this, or NATO would have to wither away along 
with the defunct Warsaw Pact, its principal enemy during the 
Cold War. Yet NATO's dissolution was not possible for a variety 
of reasons, the most crucial of which being that NATO had never 
seen the Warsaw Pact as its sole enemy during the Cold War, witness 
that NATO was formed six years prior to the Soviet-led alliance. 
Germany's influence also had to be contained, while Europe as a 
whole, including the Near East (see Chapter 4), had to remain 
within the domain of US-imposed constraints. As NATO's first 
Secretary General, Lord Ismay, put it, without any diplomatic 
savoir faire: NATO's aim is 'to keep the Americans in, the Russians 
out and the Germans down 1 !? 

b. Redefinition of NATO's operational area. This meant that NATO had 
to decide whether or not it would be wise to remain in the orbital 
distance of the Western and South-eastern Mediterranean at a 
moment when the world was changing rapidly and US interests 
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could be promoted further: 'out of area or out of business', the 
mantra went. 

c. Organisational restructuring of the alliance. With NATO's reform 
approved in principle, a re-articulation of the organisational and 
institutional framework of the alliance had to follow suit. 
Following the 'iron law' of Max Weber's institutional sociology, 
NATO, like any other institution subject to changes, had to 
accompany its political and ideological renewal with organisa- 
tional changed 

Two diametrically opposed 'points of view' emerged out of the 
debate taking place within the ranks of the alliance. The first, spear- 
headed by Zbigniew Brzezinski and Henry Kissinger, argued in favour 
of NATO's eastward European expansion, to be pursued on a selective 
geo-political basis and on the grounds of a well-defined 'set of norms' 
(see below). This would take place in parallel with an institutional 
restructuring of the alliance, maximising its degree of flexibility and 
operational response in the wider European zonePlAt the same time, 
NATO and the US would have to employ in the background a tactful 
diplomacy, seeking co-operation with Russia. 

The second view - wrongly called 'isolationist' by the expansion- 
ists because it presumably deprived the US of its global role and 
leadership - recognised the danger of Russia's alienation and warned 
that NATO's expansion would overstretch the alliance, thus under- 
mining its political and organisational cohesion. The unwanted 
result, Edward Luttwak and Michael Mandelbaum argued, would be 
operational ineffectiveness, public exposure of disagreements among 
the allies and, hence, the danger of fragmentation. In this context, 
the argument goes, the mantra 'out of area or out of business' makes 
no sense because 'a wise alliance must know when to retrench' so as 
not to provoke RussiaCS 

Unavoidably, the aforementioned divide had been dovetailed with 
the policies pursued by the European powers which, in the run up 
to the Maastricht (1992) and Amsterdam (1997) treaties, were 
aspiring either to construct a distinctive defence and security identity 
for Europe (e.g. France), or to obstruct such a process (e.g. Britain). 
In the end, however, both Europeans and non-Europeans accepted 
the constraints imposed by historical reality and by the US's superior 
political and military drive, lining up along the great transatlantic 
schism. The basis of the agreement was President Bill Clinton's 
doctrine that the EU was welcome to have a 'separable but not 
separate' defence identity from NATO. 



36 


Map 0 The enlarged European Union 


Scarface Politics 37 


From the mid-1990s onwards, a vast literature on the reform 
process of NATO began to appeaf^Yet no account seems to address 
the wider implications of NATO's transformation from a defence pact 
into a political organisation, a transformation that has been taking 
place at least since 1993. This highly politicised nature of NATO's 
transformation has enabled both the alliance and the US to engage 
themselves with broader political affairs in Eurasia, including issues 
such as maintaining collaborative organisational structures with 
Russia. At the same time the US has been able to pursue its 
hegemonic and aggressive policy against disobedient actors in the 
Balkans and the greater Middle East. 

My analysis here underpins the range of arguments developed in 
the previous chapter. In the main, its focus is NATO's political trans- 
formation in the context of the US strategy in Europe and the 
Balkans in the post-Cold War period. In this respect, it opens up the 
geo-political framework of the Balkans and it attempts to show that 
the actual effects of the US strategy for the security of Europe, the 
Balkans and the Middle East are not very positive. The overall 
outcome of the US strategy may even be considered counterproduc- 
tive, reducing the role of NATO from a defence pact producing 
security during the Cold War into a political organisation consuming 
security in Europe, the Balkans and the Near East in the post-Cold 
War period. 

Having said this, at the core of US difficulties may be neither 
Russia's engagement through partnership schemes with NATO, nor 
NATO's further expansion as such. Rather, NATO's and the US's main 
problem may well be their decision to engage NATO into a process 
of becoming a political organisation trying to observe a certain set of 
liberal ideological principles by means of violence. To illustrate my 
thesis and demonstrate NATO's inner and notional contradictions, 
I will be using the case of its intervention in Kosovo and the posi- 
tioning of Greece and Turkey in the post-Cold War Balkan theatre. I 
will also be drawing parallels between NATO's strategy of expansion 
('the expansion of a defence pact') and the European Union's 
eastward enlargement ('the enlargement of an economic and, poten- 
tially, political international organisation'). 

NATO's 'New Strategic Concept' 

As outlined earlier, NATO decided to expand eastwards, a reform 
which, inter alia, entailed a restructuring of the ideological, military 
and administrative axes of the alliance. NATO's 'new strategic 
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concept', put forward in November 1991, was the product of an 
unstable equilibrium of compromises between 'isolationists' and 
'expansionists'. It emphasised 'out-of-area' missions and crisis 
management operations in order to protect the alliance's interests 
mainly in the wider Eurasian zoned^Moreover, and in order, partly, 
to appease the 'isolationists', a co-operative framework to engage 
Russia was envisaged. In the main, however, the 'new strategic 
concept' entailed an extra-territorial/European/Near Eastern revi- 
sionist reading of Article 5, which stipulates that an attack on one 
alliance member will be considered as an attack on all. Moreover, the 
alliance attempted to balance the European interests and to envisage 
ways in which Russia could be engaged in a 'peace partnership' led 
by the US. This was not a problem-free design, as the framework 
upon which it was based rested on highly controversial hypotheses. 

Strategists in Washington and London deemed that the post-Cold 
War system of global actors was composed of four main groups. The 
first group consisted of core partners, that is successful and econom- 
ically advanced Western European democracies that can join the US 
in security and defence issues. The second group was the so-called 
transition states, such as former Communist countries on whose 
behaviour depends the extent to which the core will grow. The third 
category consisted of the so-called rogue states. These states reject the 
ideals of the core, sponsor terrorist activities and are eager to acquire 
WMD in order to damage the interests of the US and the core (e.g. 
Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, North Korea). The fourth group was the so- 
called failing states, which are ravaged by social upheavals and wars. 
These states or regions impose huge humanitarian demands on the 
US and the cori^ 

In a way, therefore, the 'enemies' had been defined: they were the 
'failing states' and the 'rogue states'. Nevertheless, the battle to win 
over the so-called 'transition states’, which included Russia, was 
open. Yet NATO had to qualify further its constitutional principles 
on the basis of which 'transition states' could join the alliance in the 
post-Cold War environment. For that purpose, NATO, emulating the 
European Union, drafted its own acquis communautaire, that is to say 
the set of 'rules' or 'norms' which every new recruit would have to 
conform with and obey. 

NATO's acquis is composed of three 'classes of norms' or 'baskets' 
which, it is believed, mirror the post-Cold War security environ- 
mentP The first basket includes norms that bolster international 
peace, such as the right to collective self-defence, arms control, anti- 
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terrorism covenants, respect for the authority of the UN Security 
Council and non-aggression. The second set is composed of rules 
that govern the functioning and the well-being of the global 
economy: those relating to freedom of trade, law of the sea, inter- 
national co-operation, environmental protection. The third and final 
basket refers to those rules that bear on the treatment of people by 
sovereign states: those relating to human rights, political democracy, 
individual liberties and other tenets of civil societies and states. 

'Transition states' that endorse this set of principles are welcome 
to join the alliance on the sole proviso that they must be European 
states, broadly defined. For example, when the debate over NATO's 
reform process was about to conclude its first phase at the Madrid 
NATO summit in 1997, former Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 
said that 'no European democracy will be excluded from the enlarge- 
ment process because of where it sits on the maptSl However 
carefully worded, it is clear that this was a statement of exclusion, 
rather than inclusion. 

Problems of 'Variable Geometry' 

The phrase 'no European democracy' indicates that post-Cold War 
NATO still sees itself defined, both operationally and constitution- 
ally, against Europe's wider geo-political security zone. Yet, its 
enlargement proceeded selectively with strong geographical/geo- 
political considerations. Hungary, Poland and the Czech Republic 
were up for approval in 1997, but not the Baltic states, Slovenia, 
Romania or Bulgaria, which were to be included at a later stage. 
Russia, understandably enough, reacted because the move 
undermined its own geo-political zone of peripheral influence, 
including states such as Ukraine, the Baltic states and even Belaru'P^ 
In this qualified context, NATO's chosen way of enlargement in the 
1990s was bound to entrench military/territorial frontiers, thus 
encouraging the consolidation of new 'enemy blocs' with Russia at 
their epicentre. 

The pro-expansionist/revisionist bloc had probably thought that 
this way of enlargement would solve the alliance's 'existential' 
problem. Given that NATO's principal enemy, the Warsaw Pact, had 
ceased to exist since 1991, NATO had to spot a new 'enemy' in the 
post-Cold War period in order to justify its existence. However, this 
line of thought is misleading because, as we saw earlier, NATO, quite 
rightly, has never seen itself solely in terms of containing 
Communism's advance in Europe. Had this been the case, it would 
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have reacted differently to Moscow's interventions in Hungary 
(1956) or Czechoslovakia (1968). If Lord Ismay's phrase is to be taken 
at face value, then NATO's worries are still 'how to keep the Germans 
down' and, therefore, how to hinder the creation of a geo-strategic 
and geo-economic axis stretching from France to Russia or, as 
General De Gaulle once put it, 'from the Atlantic to the Urals'. From 
this perspective, a legitimate assumption is that a US-German part- 
nership under the NATO umbrella would increase US leverage over 
the EU and Eurasian affairs. This would create conditions for a more 
substantial engagement of both Germany and Russia under US 
guidance. Moreover, NATO had and has established interests in the 
greater Near East, with Greece, Turkey and Israel at the centre of its 
policy. NATO has always aimed at consolidating a working 
framework of peace and co-operation among the European and Near 
Eastern states, thus containing any form of radical difference among 
them: quite rightly, the US, among other things, did not want to see 
'an inter-war period in Europe again OUBut there is more to the affair 
than meets the eye. 

The phrase 'no European democracy’ implies that NATO welcomes 
new members, and it is willing to defend them, as long as they are 
democracies endorsing the principles included in the three 
'baskets C21 But Cold War NATO was primarily a defence pact and not 
a political organisation. As such, it never needed conditions of 
political democracy to operate effectively and advance its goals. 
Indeed, throughout the post-Second World War period, NATO's 
policy has been served and observed by non liberal-democratic 
regimes. Portugal was a member of NATO during Salazar's and 
Caetano's dictatorships, and Turkey's participation in the alliance 
has survived three military coupi-^Similarly, today, NATO interests 
can be served and upheld by any state system or socio-political 
agent, regardless of their political form. The sole precondition is that 
they must be friendly and co-operative agents. 

Some argue that the trouble with this criticism is that, unlike 
during the Cold War years, it is hard for NATO and the US today to 
justify their policies by supporting authoritarian political systems 
that pay no respect to human and civil right&L±l Again, this is both 
historically and politically wrong. As Britain's Foreign Secretary 
Ernest Bevin argued in January 1948, and as NATO's own Treaty 
stipulates, one of the alliance's chief aims was to have been the 
'organisation and consolidation of the ethical and spiritual forces of 
Western civilisation O-d We know that this exclusivist, if not racist, 
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statement also failed to deliver its promise during and after the Cold 
War. For example, it can hardly be argued that Turkey upholds the 
liberal-democratic values of the Enlightenment, and it is equally 
difficult to justify Turkey's illegal invasion and continuing 
occupation of one third of Cyprus since summer 1974. Admittedly, 
therefore, some important ideological and political elements of 
NATO's 'new strategic concept' are to be found in its founding 
principles. But how did the NATO enlargement in the 1990s proceed? 

In the event, NATO opted to expand on the basis of a peculiar 
version of the European Union's 'variable geometry' strategy for 
enlargement^^ Seen from this angle, NATO's eastward projection 
was more than a geo-political jigsaw. Given that the Union has never 
been a cohesive bloc, none of its members could adhere to the acquis 
communautaire, which is the EU's own traditional set of legal 'norms 
and procedures' for the acceptance of new membersP3 in practice, 
economic, monetary and other inequalities and disagreements, par- 
ticularly over social, defence and foreign policy matters, allowed the 
European Union to pursue its enlargement policies on the basis of a 
notion of 'variable geometry'. This canon formalises exceptions to 
the acquis principle and perpetuates, if not accentuates, the internal 
divisions among the member states. For example, during the 
Maastricht Treaty negotiations in November-December 1991, Britain 
was given an opt-out clause on the matters of EMU, social policy and 
common defence and security policyP^ Hence the talk about a 
'multi-speed', 'two-speed' or a Union with 'concentric circles'. 

The 'variable geometry' approach was bolstered further in 
September 1994, when the German parliamentary group of the 
ruling CDU/CSU, prepared and circulated a paper suggesting that 
the core countries of the Union could move ahead with the process 
of integration while new applicant countries could join at their own 
pace and at a later stageCESln practice, this meant that a core of 
European states would go ahead with the consolidation of the 
monetary, economic and political union, while the others would be 
added on as the core of the European snowball rolled over. This 
outraged Britain, which could see the enlargement process only as an 
apolitical economic design to be pursued on the basis of neo-liberal 
economics without any politico-institutional cohesionPH 

The Europeans, therefore, seemed to be struggling hard with their 
practice of acquis. However, NATO's own acquis principle for enlarge- 
ment was destined to encounter far greater difficulties. In the main, 
these difficulties were threefold. First, exporting the Enlightenment 
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values of social justice, political democracy and free market economy 
is not necessarily, and by definition, a bad thing. But pretending that 
they can become a global constitutional rule upheld by a military 
alliance on every occasion and imposed, if necessary, by means of 
violence, is quite different. As we shall see below, the transformation 
of NATO from a defence pact into a political organisation guided 
mainly by the ideological principles of the three 'baskets', is hardly 
convincing. It has had a very interesting trajectory though. It was 
discussed during the Gulf and Bosnian crises (1990-94); it saw its 
completion at the Madrid summit in 1997; it reached its utmost 
diplomatic limit in February 1999, when NATO asked the Serb 
delegation at Rambouillet to sign the famous 'Appendix B' (there, 
NATO officials demanded that Serbia not only surrender its sover- 
eignty to the second and third classes of norms, but also let NATO 
have a free run not only of Kosovo, but of all of SerbiajEO finally, 
NATO members turned against NATO's own policy when, after 
September 11, in a face-saving declaration, they pledged solidarity 
with the US in its war on terrorism, but nothing more than that. 

Second, imposition of free market principles (the second 'basket') 
upon 'transition states' may produce some results other than those 
intended. For example, as Susan Woodward's path-breaking account 
on the Balkan crisis has shown, the break-up of Yugoslavia was not 
primarily the result of the eruption of endogenous ethnic violence 
caused by a mere collapse of the Communist polity and ideology. 
Nor should it be attributed to the lack of a charismatic leadership 
after the death of Tito (1980). Rather, it was the unintended conse- 
quence of the IMF's intervention, which imposed fiscal discipline 
and institutional centralisation: a necessary reform package that was 
nevertheless fiercely opposed by key constituent Republics of 
Yugoslavia, such as Slovenia and Croatia, a chorus that was joined by 
the Kosovo AlbanianT^ZJ This IMF imposition implied an end to 
Yugoslavia's nearly co-federal structure and entailed that the richest 
of the Republics, that is Slovenia and Croatia, would have had to 
foot the bill for the neo-liberal led reforms. As the regional economic 
disparities in Yugoslavia had persisted throughout the Cold War, it 
was precisely this that deepened the ethnic divisions and encouraged 
separatist nationalist agendas to flourishP^The Yugoslav state was a 
classic case of a structured inequality among regions, in which ethnic 
tensions were exacerbated via a neo-liberal modernising package of 
economic reforms imposed from outside. Susan Woodward aptly 
summarised the break-up of the country as follows: 
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The [Yugoslav] conflict is not the result of historical animosities 
and it is not a return to the pre-communist past; it is the result of 
the politics of transforming a socialist society to a market 
economy and democracy. A critical element of this failure was 
economic decline, caused largely by a program intended to resolve 
a foreign debt crisis ... Normal political conflicts over economic 
resources between central and regional governments and over the 
economic and political reforms of the debt-repayment package 
became constitutional conflicts and then a crisis of the state itself 
among politicians who were unwilling to compromise ... Nation- 
alism became a political force when leaders in the republics sought 
popular support as bargaining chips in federal disputef^U 

The West, therefore, had misjudged the effects of the IMF interven- 
tion upon Yugoslavia. Equally, as I will try to explain below, NATO's 
claim to apply its own acquis (the second and third set of norms) in 
the cases of Serbia and Kosovo was yet another miscalculation, 
creating serious problems for both the alliance and the region as a 
whole. 

Third, NATO's 'variable geometry' notion came to be seriously 
undermined by NATO's own actions. Guided by its geo-political map 
of 'friends' and 'enemies', and in order to forcefully impose the 
acquis, NATO tended to create emergency situations, accentuating 
existing social and ethnic tensions in Eastern Europe. The result was 
the establishment of non-economically viable statelets, of militarised 
ethnic ghettos and, hence, new kinds of prison populations, frag- 
menting the map of Eastern Europe and the Balkans. It could not 
have happened otherwise, as NATO is not primarily an economic or 
political institution. It used to be, and is still mainly, a military 
defence organisation with a rigid command structure and, therefore, 
discipline among its members matters a lot more than among 
European states on monetary or fiscal issues. From this perspective, 
NATO's principal fault is not that it went and goes to war. Rather, its 
main mistake was its decision to transform itself into a politico- 
military power upholding and implementing liberal ideological goals 
selectively and at will. It had no alternative because its geo-political 
notions of expansion, and operational reach, driven by energy and other 
economic interests, could not make practicality and morality coincide. 
Ffence a legitimate accusation was levelled against the policy actions 
of NATO and the US, particularly after the Kosovo war (March-June 
1999): that they bordered on 'double standards' politics. I will discuss 


44 Zones of Conflict 


here only the case of Kosovo, in order to explore further NATO's con- 
stitutional contradictions and its resulting failure to advance a 
coherent reform package for itself in the post-Cold War era. 

Political, Moral and Legal Conundrums: The Kosovo War 

Kosovo Albanian nationalists were troublemakers throughout the 
history of Communist Yugoslavia. Along with the Slovenes and 
Croats, the Kosovo Albanian authorities undermined efforts by the 
federal Yugoslav government in the 1980s to impose economic 
discipline and central authority over the regions, in order to 
implement the economic reforms required by the IMF and the World 
Bank. In addition, 'between 1966 and 1989 an estimated 130,000 
Serbs left the province because of frequent harassment and discrim- 
ination by the Kosovar Albanian majorityC^S As a result of protests 
on the part of Kosovo Serbs, and because of the centralisation of 
power at the federal level demanded by the IMF, Kosovo lost its status 
as an autonomous province and became part of Serbia in 1989. The 
Kosovo Serbs, in turn, encouraged by the nationalistic government 
of Slobodan Milosevic, saw this as an historic opportunity to 
retaliate. This reads, of course, as a vicious historical cycle, with one 
side taking revenge over the other at every opportunity. Having said 
this, however, NATO could not base its attack on Serbia solely on the 
grounds of Serb nationalistic aggressiveness. Furthermore, the 1995 
agreement at Dayton between the rump of Yugoslavia and the West, 
stipulated that no Western power would interfere over the Kosovo 
issue. In a sense, this was 'correct' because according to international 
law no state has the 'outright right' to intervene in the internal affairs 
of another state and borders are sacrosanct. Yet it was the way in 
which the attack itself occurred that unleashed a whole series of 
ideological and political contradictions that had been running 
through the alliance since its foundation in 1949. 

First of all - and this applies to the cases of Bosnia, Slovenia and 
Croatia as well - by which criteria did NATO and the West sponsor 
one particular nationalism against another? The theory of norms 
and NATO's post-Cold War map of 'friends and enemies' may suggest 
that Serbia was a 'rogue' state, Kosovo was a failed region and that 
nationalism is an evil force that hinders globalisation. But both the 
normative theory and NATO's own constitution make no reference 
as to what makes one particular nationalism more sympathetic to 
the alliance than another. True, there were confused views about 
Slobodan Milosevic, but the West basically supported him because he 
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'appeared to be an economic liberal (with excellent English), who 
might have greater authority to implement the reform^ required 
by the IMF, a reform which, as we saw earlier, demanded a strong 
conservative political hand to impose fiscal discipline and constitu- 
tional centralisation. Milosevic's ruling group appeared to have that 
strong conservative hand. As late as March 1998, he was for the West 
'the right man to do business with Moreover, on February 23, 
1998, US Special Envoy to the Balkans Robert Gelbard went so far as 
to say that the KLA was a 'terrorist group'. In the words of Chris 
Hedges: 

[Robert GelbardJ gave what many had interpreted as a green light 
to Belgrade to go after the rebel bands by announcing in Pristina 
that the KFA 'is without any question a terrorist group'. He went 
on to add that the United States 'condemns very strongly terrorist 
activities in Kosovo'. Within two weeks Serb forces had turned 
Prekaz into a smouldering ruin, killed close to a hundred people, 
and ignited the uprisings] 

There is scarcely any evidence that Milosevic's strategy was aimed at 
ethnically cleansing the entire Kosovo regionP^l it seems that the 
aim of the Serb campaign in Kosovo was 'depopulation' rather than 
'extermination'. As Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz 
argued, 'students of "low intensity conflict” will recognise the sim- 
ilarities between the counter-insurgency tactics of the Serbs in 
Kosovo and those of the French in Algeria, the British in the Boer 
war and the Americans in the PhilippinesP^Thus, the only clear- 
cut evidence we possess is that put forward by NATO generals and 
defence analysts, when they warned President Clinton that an air 
attack on Serbia from high altitudes would be an invitation to Serb 
paramilitaries to start carrying out the emergency 'depopulation' 
plans that they had drawn-up specifically for the regionPHWas the 
Serb leadership aiming at 'depopulation' in the hope that most 
Albanians, once out of Kosovo, would not return? We do not really 
know. But it is also interesting to note that NATO's bombing from 
high altitudes placed all the risk on civilians, while making both 
military actors relatively immune from risks. This very fact may well 
be considered as a breach of the Geneva Conventions. 

As discussed earlier, NATO presented itself as a political rather than 
military actor trying to deliver a humanitarian agenda (the third 
'basket'). In order to achieve the implementation of that agenda, 


46 Zones of Conflict 


NATO went so far as to ask the Serbian delegation at Rambouillet to 
comply with three conditions: of these, at least one of them, indeed 
the most crucial one, could not have been accepted by any political 
leadership of any modern state. The first was that within three years 
the Kosovars should have the chance of voting for independence 
and possible annexation of Albania. The second was that Serbia 
should accept free market economic principles. And the third - the 
one that no modern state could ever accept - was that NATO forces 
should be given permission to deploy not only in Kosovo but 
anywhere in Serbia. NATO's solution was presented as the only 
solution to the Kosovo crisis and the Serb delegation faced an 
ultimatum: they either had to agree with what was on the table, or 
their state would be bombedPS 

Coercive diplomacy is an established practice between state officials, 
diplomats and political delegations dealing with economic and 
foreign affair^PUlBut NATO's determination reads as the worst kind 
of coercive diplomacy and could not have been otherwise because 
the negotiating body was a military alliance whose prestige, internal 
discipline and cohesion was dependent on the determination and 
ability to carry out its agenda, if need be, by violent means. Such was 
the situation when NATO launched its campaign against Serbia, 
violating its own constitutional principle as a defence pact and all 
existing international rules. 

For the first time in post-war history - although it may be appro- 
priate to draw a parallel with Brezhnev's invasion of Czechoslovakia 
over three decades ago - NATO attacked a sovereign country without 
the approval of the Security Council of the United Nations. Rightly 
or wrongly, the Charter of the United Nations drafted after the 
Second World War deemed that inter-state conflict was the major 
issue to be tamed in international politics, thus failing to effectively 
address the problem of intra-state violence. In this context, NATO's 
campaign against Serbia was illegal for two fundamental reasons: 
first, because there is no general doctrine for using military violence 
in cases of humanitarian need in international lawPS second, 
because its campaign was not approved by the supreme organisation 
that regulates international relations and authorises action. This 
created a unique precedent both for the study of international 
relations and the practical conduct of foreign affairPPl 

Were the principle of 'violent humanitarian intervention' to 
assume institutional status, how could humanitarian necessity 
conform with the practical operational conduct of military inter- 
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vention across Europe and the globe? Were morality to become a legal 
component in the conduct of foreign policy, then it would have to 
coincide with the operational practicality of such conduct. Selective 
application of the principle can hardly convince Western public 
opinion because it borders on double standards and creates 
suspicions about Great Power neo-imperialistic designs: absurd 
though it seems, why not bomb Ankara for the suppression of the 
Kurds, or Moscow for attacking the Chechens? Yet, Western public 
opinion can easily understand something which the media pass over 
in silence, namely, that an abstract focus on human rights and 
nationalism obscures the primary political cause of ethnic cleansing, 
that is, as Diana Johnstone put it: 'the fear on the part of the 
sovereign authority that the presence of members of a politically 
organised ethnic group will be used to support territorial claimsC^ 

This is, of course, far from a justification of ethnic violence and 
atrocities that themselves constitute a breach of the Geneva Con- 
ventions. Ethnic cleansing is in no way a legitimate tool of statecrafts 
However, Johnstone's clear-cut assertion is a sharp reminder, 
indicating the primacy of political over ethical goals in the conduct 
of domestic and foreign policies of modern states. In point of fact, 
there is no moral substance in any foreign policy discourse 
advocating 'protection of human rights', let alone in the case of 
NATO's campaign in Kosovo. For example, as we saw earlier, NATO 
and the US had some very specific geo-political and security interests 
to defend in the Balkans and the Black Sea region, as well as in 
Central Asia, where the 'anti-terror judgement' was used to bomb 
the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. In the main, these geo-political 
interests had to do with the safety of oil and gas pipeline projects, as 
well as with the eastward expansion of NATO per se, which could 
not occur while having a pro-Russian hostile Serbia in its underbelly. 

The issue of the 'double standards' is not really a matter that can 
be solved. No conditions can ever be envisaged in which the US or 
any other hegemonic power would brush their national and geo- 
political interests aside for the sake of international law, justice and 
'one standard' humanitarian principles. Yet there is something that 
can be done. Both the US and the international community may 
deem it appropriate to decide which definition should be adopted 
and enshrined in international law with regard to, for example, the 
concept of 'self-determination'. 

The political and intellectual history of the twentieth century has 
provided us with several definitions of the concept: of these, 
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however, only two have had considerable political impact, mainly 
because the persons who first formulated them were leading politi- 
cians of two big countries. The first stems from the Liberal Wilsonian 
tradition which followed the First World War. It argues that in a 
pluralist-democratic system the majority rules democratically and 
the minority controls, also democratically. In the Yugoslav context, 
this would mean that the ethnic components of Yugoslavia would 
have had ambiguous political and legal grounds for self-determina- 
tion and independent statehood, because they would have entailed 
the break-up of a country with concrete ethnic majority elements, 
such as the Serbs and the Croats. 

The second definition can be drawn from the work of Vladimir 
I. Lenin. The leader of the Russian Revolution had advanced a notion 
of 'self-determination' according to which not only the ethnic 
majority has the right to declare self-rule and independence in a 
given territorial area, but also the ethnic minorityPHThis entails, for 
example, that if the Slovenes wanted to go for an independent state, 
then they had the right to do so. And that if the Turkish-Cypriots 
wanted to split the Republic of Cyprus where the ethnic majority 
element is Greek (80 per cent), they had the right to do so. The same 
is valid for the Hungarian minority in Romania, or the Turkish 
minority in Bulgaria and so on. 

The trouble with the US, NATO and other powers is that they do 
not stick, either in theory or in practice, to one principle or the other, 
thus paying lip service to the international community and law. But 
if one of the two principles were to be adopted, then the interna- 
tional community would, at least, be able to pronounce upon great 
power actions in a more consistent manner. As things stand at 
present, the US and other powerful actors, such as Russia and China, 
simply use both notions of self-rule at their convenience, that is to 
say, according to their geo-economic and geo-political interests. 

The above are not 'normal' contradictions of an institution destined 
to go to war, or of a policy designed to conduct war. They are the 
unique contradictions of an institution and of a policy, which were 
structured to go to war in order to fight on the basis of abstract 
liberal-democratic principles. NATO did not win the war with Serbia 
because, as a first-year student in any military academy would know, 
a war is only won when the enemy is smashed and disarmed. One 
may argue that NATO also failed to win the war because it failed to 
accomplish its political goals set out at Rambouillet. Also, since 
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Kosovo is still constitutionally part of the rump of the Yugoslav Co- 
Federal Republic (Serbia and Montenegro), the West should have felt 
very uncomfortable when in the late 1990s it encouraged 
Montenegro to go for independence, thus artificially creating a con- 
stitutional situation in which, as Yugoslavia would no longer exist, 
Kosovo's de facto independence could be legitimised. Moreover, the 
uprising of Macedonian Albanians in Tetovo in the wake of the 
Kosovo campaign, which nearly destabilised the strategically 
important multi-ethnic Republic of Macedonia, can be seen as a 
direct spillover effect of NATO's pro-KLA intervention in KosovoPS 
Having said this, I would argue that the option for NATO to 
expand, restructure and transform itself along the lines of a political 
organisation upholding and imposing the ideology of Liberal 
Democracy was bound to create more problems for the alliance than 
those which such transformation was supposed to solve. The 
bombing of Serbia seems to have driven the alliance into a fight with 
itself. The continuing claim of Albanian nationalism for a 'Greater 
Albania', as well as the precarious situation in Bosnia and Croatia 
indicate failure rather than success for NATO in its effort to stabilise 
the Balkans and produce security in the region after the Cold War. 
In this context, had the US admitted openly that the whole 
campaign was aimed at establishing strategic control over the 
Balkans by encircling 'rogue enemies' and ambivalent 'transition 
states' in order to engage them in a subordinate relationship, it would 
have made the first brave step towards dissolving its own substan- 
tive policy contradictions. But what NATO cannot openly admit, 
Daniel Benjamin, former member of the US National Security 
Council (NSC), leaves us in no doubt. In criticising George Bush's 
pre-election theses concerning US engagement in the Balkans, he 
wrote: 

Mr. Bush showed a misunderstanding of a major strategic achieve- 
ment of the Clinton administration ... In particular, [Mr. Bushj 
missed the intrinsic connections between enlargement and the 
conflict in the Balkans ... NATO enlargement advanced US 
interests in dealing with one of the country's foremost strategic 
challenges: coping with a post-Communist Russia whose 
trajectory remains in question!^ 

Yet, this affirmation which comes directly from an NSC insider 
represents just half the truth. As we saw earlier, NATO's eastward 
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expansion and its attempt to engage Russia in a lasting partnership 
are processes bound up with concrete geo-political and geo- 
economic interests at the heart of which lie control over, and the 
safe transportation of, crude oil and gas to Western markets. The 
Balkan region with its Black Sea ports and strategically placed states 
is a key connecting route, whose security cannot be trusted to 'rogue' 
regimes (e.g. Milosevic's Serbia) or to 'post-Communist Russia whose 
trajectory remains in question'. 

US Successes 

This is far from a detailed presentation of the US strategy in Europe 
and the Balkans in the 1990s, or of NATO's reform process per seCSO 
However, it provides the general framework, which enables us to 
consider the broader implications of US strategy in the wider 
European and Balkan theatres. I have argued that the logical 
outcome of NATO's geo-political type of enlargement in the 1990s 
was the bracketing of Eastern Europe and the Balkans, thus de facto 
redefining as an enemy the old enemy: Russia and its potential client 
states in the geo-strategic zone stretching from the Baltic states and 
the Balkans, to the Caucasus, the Caspian Sea, Central Asia and the 
Middle East. At the same time, the US had been employing the 
'carrot tactics' in the background: it launched the PfP project in 1993 
and offered Russia a political structure of co-operation through the 
NATO-Russia Joint Permanent Council. This dual project was detri- 
mental to the pan-European design envisaged at Maastricht (1992) 
and at Amsterdam (1997), which included a rough timetable for the 
institutional consolidation of Europe's incoherent polity, on the 
grounds of a common social, foreign, defence, security and 
monetary policy. 

The preservation of the French-German axis with the formation 
of Euro-corps and the integration of the West European Union (the 
'defence pillar') into the EU, was pointing to a regeneration of 
Willy Brandt's Ostpolitik and Gorbachev's idea of Europe as the 
'Common House' of its people. The French-German idea, encom- 
passed two interrelated strategic dimensions. The first was a reform 
package for the economic reconstruction of Eastern Europe and the 
Balkans which, similarly to the post-war Marshall Plan, was to be 
administered by endogenous forces on the basis of a neo-Keynesian 
type of economic recovery, stabilisation and growth. The second 
was the gradual integration of the former Communist countries 
into the European Union and the institutionalisation of a powerful 
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geo-strategic continental axis aiming at a common foreign and 
defence polictP^ 

Understandably enough, this was viewed by Washington and 
London as a project which was directly competing with both NATO 
and US influence in Europe and Asia. It was in complete contrast 
with the Pentagon's doctrine that the EU could have a 'separable but 
not separate' defence identity and a direct challenge to US interests 
over oil and gas producing regions. In addition, if ever realised, the 
French-German project would have exacerbated existing tensions 
in NATO's Southern flank, since the emergence of the EU as an inde- 
pendent political actor, particularly on the security and defence 
stage, would have upgraded the role of Greece in the Eastern 
Mediterranean and the Balkans at the expense of Turke\CEI] 

To thwart the continental European plan, the US employed similar 
strategic means: an alternative economic design for the reconstruc- 
tion of Eastern Europe based on the aggressive 'shock therapy' theory 
spearheaded by the work of Tiarvard University Professor Jeffrey 
Sachs in 1990-91; and a further consolidation and expansion of 
NATO in Western, Central and Southern Europe, without ever losing 
sight of the benefits that a substantial NATO-Russia partnership 
could bring for the USpSflaving already dealt with NATO's reform 
process, I will examine briefly the economic alternative offered by 
the transatlantic power. 

To start with, the joint French-German proposal included inten- 
sification of efforts to increase productive capacity via the creation 
of a Regional Development Bank to buttress a gradual process of 
transition to capitalism without major aftershocks. Funds and 
political reforms would be handled by each country's administra- 
tion. But this, as we have seen, was considered by Presidents Reagan 
and Bush senior as a dangerous plan, for it adumbrated a new Pan- 
European Confederation embracing Europe and Russia, thus 
establishing a powerful geo-strategic axis uncontrolled by the UfC33 

Instead, the alternative 'shock therapy' model advanced the 
notion of the separation of Russia from the other East European 
countries, thus encouraging secessionism and nationalistic agendas; 
it privileged the countries that were more sympathetic to neo-liberal 
reforms and opted for an overall and immediate dismantling of the 
Communist administrative apparatus; it imposed a trade-led and a 
finance capital-led growth, coupled with ad hoc liberalisation of 
banking and industrial sectors. Perhaps most importantly of all, the 
'shock therapy' alternative would have to be administered by 
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exogenous forces, such as IMF and World Bank economic assessors, 
Western policy experts and think tanks. 

In this context, it is not difficult to understand why the Bush 
senior administration failed to keep its promise to Gorbachev when 
the latter asked for a halt in NATO's expansion in Europe in return 
for allowing Germany's reunification. The stakes for NATO and the 
US were too high for them to stick to their promises. Gorbachev's 
mistake, in turn, was his failure to fully grasp that the Warsaw Pact 
was not NATO's sole enemy. During and after the Cold War NATO 
had no intention whatsoever of loosening its grip over Western 
Europe and the Near East (Greece and Turkey), two strategic zones 
composed of 'core partners'. 

The US strategy was assisted by some other crucial factorial will 
list the most important of them: 

a. The high degree of institutionalisation of the military 
dependency of the EU on the US, a dependency achieved during 
the Cold War. 

b. Europe's failure during the Yugoslav crisis (1990-95). 

c. The British opposition to a French-German-Russian geo-strategic 
axis. 

d. The ascendancy of Boris Yeltsin in the Russian presidency, who 
was blatantly backed by the US and Western financial interests. 

e. Germany and other European powers, including Britain, opposed 
the independence of Bosnia, since there was no majority nation 
there to substantiate the construction of a new state alongside 
the principle of 'national self-determination', however 
understood. But the US outflanked both Germany and the EU by 
entering the Yugoslav theatre demanding an independent 
Bosnia. The powerful American drive backed by NATO's over- 
whelming military superiority, as well as the Uruguay Round 
Agreement (1994) which established the regulatory framework 
of the WTO replacing GATT, led Germany to embrace the US per- 
spective, brush aside its axis with France and offer, albeit 
temporarily, its support to the US during the Bosnian and Kosovo 
war£33 France and Britain, fearing isolation, increased their 
support for the alliance's new hegemonic drive and followed suit. 
Greece, with its eye on Turkey, insisted on strengthening the 
European common defence and security policy, but its influence 
has been confined to the issues it raised regarding stability and 
economic reconstruction in the post-Cold War Balkans. 


Scarface Politics S3 


The US has always been careful not to employ a one-dimensional, 
head-on confrontational strategy against Russia. Even during the 
Cold War, there were periods of detente and understanding between 
the US and the USSR. 'Holding the Russians out' by means of 
coercion has only been seen by the US as one policy option, which 
could be employed in parallel with others, witness the PfP project, 
which left the door open for the agreement between Russia and the 
US/NATO reached in May 2002. Back in 1996-7, Brzezinski himself 
explained prophetically: 

The stability of Eurasia's geo-political pluralism, precluding the 
appearance of a single dominant power, would be enhanced by 
the eventual emergence, perhaps sometime early in the next 
century, of a Trans-Eurasian Security System (TESS). Such a 
transcontinental security agreement should embrace an expanded 
NATO - connected by a co-operative charter with Russia - and 
China as well as Japan (which would still be connected to the 
United States by the bilateral security treaty). But to get there, NATO 
must first expand, while engaging Russia in a larger regional framework 
of security co-operation [my emphasisf® 

Nor we can take the notion of 'keeping the Germans down' at quasi- 
face value. The US has developed an extremely important 
partnership with Germany at all levels: political, economic and 
regional. But it is a partnership that the US wants to keep in check 
and under constant surveillance. 

The overall policy of the US in Eurasia since the Cold War has been 
aimed towards the re-establishment of a new Cold War duopoly 
image with Russia, under US hegemon^P^This can discipline China, 
Japan and Germany to go along with the imperatives of American 
hegemony. The picture can be read as follows: there are economi- 
cally strong Eurasian powers in the middle 
(Germany/France/Europe) and the fringes (Japan), which should 
remain so, because it is somewhat economically useful. Europe has 
been contributing to the reconstruction of the Balkans and has been 
providing economic aid to transition economies through its various 
programmes and initiatives. Japan is a leading global economic 
power, with large regional stakes in the 'tiger economies' of South- 
east Asia. But in order to keep the balance of power in favour of the 
US, continental Europe has to be given the impression that it might 
be 'squeezed out' by the two geo-politically strong powers, that is 
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the US and Russia. The US-Russia partnership is a relationship that 
can regulate itself in favour of the US through the established 
practice of NATO expansion in Europe and the presence of the US 
power in the greater Middle East. This may well foster scepticism 
among the newcomers, particularly among the Baltic states or 
Romania and Bulgaria, who want to disengage themselves from 
Russia's influence, but NATO expansion will certainly benefit the US 
in its relationship with China, Germany and Japan. 

All in all, and given the debatable achievements of NATO, its con- 
tradictions and the present fragile situation in Bosnia, Kosovo, 
Macedonia and even Cyprus, one conclusion seems to be inescapable: 
American strategy in Europe has succeeded more in 'keeping the 
Germans down' than in 'holding the Russians and the Slavs out'. This 
may well bring about a political situation in which NATO and the 
US, particularly after September 11, will no longer be considered by 
the European powers as producers of security, but rather as consumers 
of it. I will attempt to further highlight this latter speculative point 
by looking closely at the roles of Greece and Turkey and the issues of 
Islam and Christianity in the post-Cold War Balkans. 

Muslims, Christians and Foreign Policy 

A neglected dimension of the Balkan and East European crises is the 
so-called 'Muslim question'. It should not be forgotten that South- 
eastern Europe, carrying the legacy of the Ottoman rule, is home to 
widely dispersed Muslim identities, which are forced to observe the 
authority of states prejudiced against Islam, such as Greece, with a 
120,000-strong Muslim community, or Bulgaria, with a Muslim 
population of nearly 600, 000. 50 Large Albanian minorities in the 
Republic of Macedonia are Muslims, not to mention those in Bosnia 
or even Chechnya and the Caspian Sea region. Moreover, given 
Turkey's achievement in assuming candidate status in its effort to 
join the EU in December 1999, two issues seem to be of relevance to 
the present discussion. First, the role of Turkey and Greece in the 
Balkans; second, why Europe, NATO and the US decided to partly 
reverse the alignments of the First and Second World Wars by 
sponsoring, to a significant degree, Muslim states or proto-states. Yet 
this took place before the tragic events of September 11, 2002. No 
one knows whether the US would have pursued exactly the same 
policy in the Balkans had the Yugoslav crises erupted after that date, 
or if the attacks on America had occurred before or amidst the 
Yugoslav wars. 
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Greece was increasingly sceptical of recognising the disorderly 
break-up of Yugoslavia for two main reasons: first, because 'important 
Greek trade routes pass through Yugoslavia, and Yugoslav stability 
was important for many economic reasons 'ED second, because any 
carve-up of the Western Balkans would create a precedent for Turkey 
to encourage Greece's Muslim population in Western Thrace to 
secede. To these, one might add another two critical factors that 
made Greece a firm opponent of Yugoslavia's dissolution. 

The first goes under the name of the 'Macedonian issue', which 
involved almost all the Balkan forces in the past, and which was 
bound to re-emerge when the former Socialist Republic of 
Macedonia followed other constituent parts of Yugoslavia and 
claimed international recognition as Macedonia, the name of a 
Northern province of Greece. The second factor should be seen in 
relation to the Cyprus issue. If the ethnic components of the 
Yugoslav state have the right to secede, then why should the same 
not apply to the Turkish-Cypriot minority of the Republic of Cyprus, 
which since 1963-4 has vigorously, but unsuccessfully, claimed inter- 
national recognition for a separate stateP^l Admittedly, the same 
notion is valid in the case of Turkey's Kurdish minority in the South- 
east of the country. It turns out that both Greece and Turkey are 
victims of the double-standard policy of NATO and the US, and of 
the lack of a coherent legal international framework concerning the 
issue of 'self-determination'. 

It should be remembered that Turkey and Bulgaria, to a greater and 
lesser extent respectively, had become directly involved in the Balkan 
crisis from its very inception. In January 1992 Bulgaria was the first 
to recognise the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM) as 
Macedonia, although the Bulgarian authorities made it clear that they 
did not recognise a separate Macedonian nationP^Turkey followed 
suit. Considering the security of the Muslims in FYROM and Bosnia 
as a matter of priority, Turkey was eager to go along with the 
American-led strategy for an independent Bosnia while, taking 
advantage of Greece's hostile relations with FYROM, it recognised 
Macedonia in 1992. A military co-operation agreement between 
FYROM and Turkey was also signed. In February 1993, Turkey's 
President Turgut Ozal, visited Macedonia, Bulgaria, Albania and, later, 
Croatia. This, as Susan Woodward has noted, embarrassed Greece: 

Active Turkish diplomacy in Croatia and Macedonia during 1993 

under the late President Turgut Ozal, the arrival of Turkish troops 
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to participate with the UN peacekeeping forces in Bosnia in the 
Spring of 1994, and a pattern of US policy perceived as solicita- 
tion of Muslim populations in the Balkans in general led to 
increasing nervousness in GreectPS 

Turkey was quick to brush aside its inhibitions stemming from its 
Kurdish problem. The aim of Turkey's foreign policy was to expose 
Greece's irresponsible attitude in dealing with the issue of Macedonia 
and make clear to both the EU and the US that Turkey was highly 
interested in the Muslim population in the Balkans and that its 
strategy aimed at peace and democratic stability. Thus, Turkey joined 
in the chorus of other Muslim, Middle Eastern and Asian states, 
putting pressure on the US to intervene in Bosnia and Kosovo in 
order to protect the Muslim population there and in the wider 
Balkan zon£S3ln point of fact, Turkey's post-Cold War foreign policy 
pattern has been to revive its influence in the Balkans by exploiting 
the presence of the Muslim population there. As Hugh Poulton has 
perceptively shown, Turkey considers the Balkans as a 'kin-state' and 
some of its military circles view the Muslim minorities as strategic 
enclaves and, hence, as 'militarily useful 

Despite the fact that the 'Third Way' neo-socialist cabinet of Kostas 
Simitis has, since 1996, tried hard to improve the image of Greece's 
foreign policy and economic diplomacy in the Balkans, it is quite 
interesting to note the country's high degree of awareness with 
regard to the Muslim question. For example, when socialist 
diplomats visited Belgrade and Zagreb amidst the Bosnian crisis, 
Croat nationalist leaders explained to their Greek counterparts - who 
were very active at the time as Greece held the rotating presidency 
of the EU (1994) - the case for the creation of a Muslim enclave 
between Serbia and Croatia. The Greek side replied as follows: 

We are concerned about the creation of a Muslim state in the 
centre of Europe, as well as about the aid that Islamic states are 
sending into Bosnia-Herzegovina. We have a minority on our 
border with Turkey, and the creation of a Muslim state in Bosnia- 
Herzegovina would only encourage it to seek secessionPZl 

Turkey has often accused the European Union of discriminating 
against its application to join solely because Turkey is a Muslim 
country, while European states have in common one of the varieties 
of Christianity. Turkish intellectuals and Bulent Ecevit himself, PM 
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of the country at the time of writing, have repeatedly condemned 
such discrimination as a racist device, whose origins can be traced 
back to the intolerant cultural premises of the Enlightenment, 
arguing that Turkey's customs, in contrast, draw from the Ottoman 
pluralist tradition of religious tolerance. Although this is not an exag- 
geration, it nevertheless reveals the deepest political inconsistency of 
the Turkish Kemalist establishment, since nationalist secular factions 
and military elites prosecute Islamists within the country while 
championing their rights outside it. This policy, although it raised 
many doubts particularly after the ambivalent results it produced in 
the Turkic post-Soviet republics of the Caspian region, was bound to 
become much more cautious particularly after September 11. 

In the same vein, one can argue that the transformation of Turkey 
in the twentieth century went hand in glove with a conscientious 
policy of ethnic cleansing on behalf of secular pro-Enlightenment 
elites. This took either the form of an institutionalised type of 
cleansing, for which Turkey is not the only power to be blamed (as 
with the case of population exchange between Greece and Turkey in 
the 1920s), or the form of a cruel military undertaking (as with the 
case of the Armenian genocide in 1915, when more than 1,300,000 
Armenians were exterminated by Turkish troopsPU Again, the basis 
of this policy of ethnic cleansing lay not with primordial hatreds or 
upon notions that 'the Turks are barbarians', but with political goals 
and geo-political considerations. Following the doctrine of Kemal 
Atatiirk, all the military elites of Turkey in the twentieth century 
have had as their principal aim the preservation of the modern 
Turkish state on the basis of the geo-political territorial matrix of 
Anatolia. Also from this perspective, Cyprus constitutes a special 
case: for the first time since the foundation of the modern Turkish 
state in 1923, Turkey has violently claimed legitimacy and statehood 
over a Turkic-Muslim Ottoman minority lying outside Anatolia's geo- 
graphical space. 

Future historians may not find it difficult to bring out more 
evidence showing the connection between NATO's wars in the 
Balkans and the Muslim question in Europe. The US's foreign policy 
pattern in South-eastern Europe is clearly favouring Turkey and backs 
its reluctant demand to become a member of the 11 G3 For a variety 
of reasons, the US cannot embrace the Kurdish demand for inde- 
pendence as easily as the cause of Kosovo Albanians. In the first 
place, the US is using the Turkish air bases of Incirlik and Diyarbakir 
- the latter being a Kurdish populated city in South-eastern Turkey 
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- to launch its daily air attacks against Iraqi targets. Furthermore, the 
territorial and administrative unity of Turkey matters because of the 
oil and gas pipeline projects, connecting the Caucasus with the 
Mediterranean and the Black Sea: projects which, it should be noted, 
aim at by-passing Russia, Turkey's traditional rival in the Caucasus, 
the Black Sea and the Eastern Mediterranean® 

I have produced evidence and speculative/logical propositions 
which connect the issues of gas, oil and pipeline projects with the 
US's policy in the Balkans in the 1990s. I would also read the US's 
pro-Muslim campaign in the Balkans as an effort to strengthen the 
bonds with moderate Arab states, thus securing US interests over 
energy, while counterbalancing its pro-Israeli stance in the eyes of 
the Arab world. Future international relations historians should not 
be surprised if they dig out some formerly 'top secret' foreign policy 
documents proving that issues of this sort were important elements 
in the game acted out on Brzezinski's Eurasian chessboard, providing 
an additional explanation as to why NATO sponsored Bosnian 
Muslims and not Christian Bosnian Serbs. In this respect, and 
although we do not know the turns US policy would have taken had 
September 11 occurred not in 2001 but, let us say, in 1994, the 
following Editorial comment of the Guardian on the war in 
Chechnya reads with interest: 

The USA, which has the most leverage of all, should now support 
calls to withhold further IMF and World Bank lending to Russia, 
and should consider freezing its bilateral programmes. The 
Muslim world, meanwhile, which has belatedly taken up this 
issue, could help immensely by persuading Arab countries to cut 
oil prices. As the world's third largest oil producer, Russia is 
currently funding its war from increased revenues, which are the 
result of reduced OPEC exportT-dd 

The Limits of NATO 

Scarface, the 1983 film directed by Brian de Palma, draws on the 1932 
Howard Hawks-Paul Muni classic that presents the story of the rise 
and fall of a Cuban refugee, who comes to Florida with nothing and, 
within a year, is making millions by laundering cocaine money. The 
hero, Tony Montana (A1 Pacino), had previously exterminated all his 
enemies but one: his main collaborator. Montana is a macho Latin 
who beats his sister because of fear of losing control over her, but 
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who does not hesitate to risk his life, when he refuses to blow up a 
car carrying a mother with her two young children. 

But Scarface is more than a Freudian depiction. In essence, Scarface 
'is about hubris' and over-reach, that is, 'the Greek idea that a man 
who thinks he can challenge the Gods is doomed to fall’P^I Montana, 
refuses to recognise his limitations. He is warned not to underesti- 
mate the other man's greed and to heed the cardinal rule of 
drug-dealing: 'Don't get high on your own supply', Elvira (Michelle 
Pfeiffer) suggests. Montana knows the art of how to conquer the 
world, but he cannot find the right way to sustain this achievement. 
The rise and fall of every Empire's macho politics in the past can be 
read along the lines of the story of Tony Montana. 

Throughout the Cold War, NATO and the US worked hard to con- 
solidate their strategic presence in Europe and the Near East, while 
at the same time containing the Soviet threat and fostering the 
coherence of Europe. The collapse of 'really existing socialism' and 
the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact posed new problems but, 
equally, opened new and promising horizons for the expansion of 
American global influence. The spread of financial and security 
markets, followed by cohesive domestic reforms along neo-liberal 
lines were the linchpins of America's global economic expansion. 
NATO, with its huge military might, provided the indispensable 
coercive instrument for the punishment of disobedient actors. Given 
NATO's commitment to the European continent and the EU's failure 
to streamline developments in its own backyard, the Balkans, that 
is to say the geo-political gatekeeper between Western and Eastern 
Eurasia, had to be brought into line with the mainstream ideology of 
financial globalisation and NATO's geo-political type of expansion. 

The Balkan region is indeed a geo-political gatekeeper of 
paramount importance. As I have established, a key reason for the 
US's aggressive intervention in Yugoslavia, as well as for the very 
process of NATO expansion per se, was and is the security of oil 
transportation routes from the Caspian Sea to Western markets. The 
US aims at taking the lion's share from the 'division of spoils' in the 
Balkans and the greater Middle East, a division that takes various 
forms of confrontation and co-operation between itself, Germany, 
other major European actors, Russia, Japan and China. 

Yet the above developments might not necessarily have been 
negative for the EU, had the US avoided pursuing its strategy on the 
basis of faulty ideological and political lines. As a result, and in order 
to reconfirm its leading presence in Europe and the Balkans, NATO 
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is facing severe difficulties in coping with the application of its own 
constitutional principles, modes of policy conduct and observance 
of international law. More to the point, NATO's transformation from 
a defence pact into an aggressive political organisation, upholding 
and selectively implementing liberal-democratic principles, reads as 
the most mistaken road of all that the alliance has taken since its 
foundation in 1949. The feudal type of fragmentation of Eastern 
Europe, Central Asia and of the Western Balkans, along with the 
emergence of a plethora of statelets with ambivalent economic and 
political futures is as much the work of the IMF and the World Bank 
as it is of NATO's mistaken politico-military strategy of expansion. 
The Kosovo war 'x-rayed' the entire problematic skeleton of NATO's 
reform process in the 1990s, unravelling a whole series of institu- 
tional contradictions and policy deadlocks. Moreover, the 
post-September 11 environment brought about a political situation 
in which the US was forced to rethink the utility of sponsoring or 
assisting, when geo-strategically convenient, Islamic organisations 
and agencies across the globe. 

Although NATO institutionalises Europe's politico-military 
dependency upon the US, thus influencing the EU's political and 
economic decision^S it is hard to envisage that in the future core 
European states and their publics will continue to endorse NATO's 
operations or expansion projects in Europe based on inconsistent or 
'double standards' politics. It is also unimaginable that the 
EU/Germany would accept to be geo-politically 'squeezed' between 
the US and Russia. Europe's initiative to field 60,000 troops inde- 
pendent of the US-dominated NATO (the 'rapid reaction force' 
project) heralds a perspective and a defence strategy that has upset 
Pentagon strategists^] 

The Kosovo war was the result of NATO's geo-political type of 
selective expansion on the basis of mistaken and rather hypocritical 
ideological-political premises. This expansion aimed and aims at 
guaranteeing the security of oil and gas pipeline projects in Western 
Eurasia, eliminating competition from Russia, France, Italy and 
Germany. Russia and China were firmly against the bombing 
campaign and the crisis itself produced - among other tragic 
incidents - the bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade, thus 
seriously alienating China. All this made co-operation between 
Russia and the US in the Balkans, Central Asia and Middle East 
difficult, and it was only under Vladimir Putin's administration that 
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an attempt was made to reshuffle the cards under a new type of 
'co-operative duopoly'?^ 

The debacle of the WTO at Seattle in December 1999 and then in 
Genoa (July 2001) adds to the US list of problems. Moreover, regional 
co-operation in South-eastern Europe with the assistance of the EU 
would create a powerful socio-economic and geo-political axis 
linking up Western, Eastern and Southern Europe. But no double 
standards need to apply anymore. As the Greek Foreign Minister 
George Papandreou has convincingly argued, having in mind the 
economic reconstruction of the Balkans, Europe's policy of regional 
co-operation in the South-eastern Mediterranean applies as much to 
Yugoslavia as it does to Turke>C^I 

The US and Britain are the strongest supporters of Turkey joining 
the EU 'as soon as possible' because, among other reasons, huge 
amounts of the IMF cash now pouring into Turkey's ailing economy 
would be replaced by Europe's regional and structural funds. But a 
closer connection between Turkey, the Muslim world and the EU 
may lead to a revival of a distinct common European foreign policy 
toward the Middle East peace process, similar to that experienced in 
the early 1970s, when the then European Political Co-operation 
(EPC) gave its own interpretation of the United Nations Security 
Council's Resolution 242, challenging the US's regional plansPZIlt is 
worth noting that both Turkey and the EU were sceptical about a 
renewal of hostilities between a US-led alliance and Iraq after 
September 11, as it would have created further economic and 
security complications for both Turkey and the EU. The entry of 
Cyprus into the EU reads along the same lines: the island's strategic 
location and strong economy in the South-eastern Mediterranean 
basin, including its registered shipping capacity, would increase the 
leverage of European politics in the Near and Middle East. As we shall 
examine in detail in the following chapters, Cyprus constitutes for 
the EU a litmus test for the affirmation of its independent foreign 
policy in the Near and the Middle East. 

Overall, I would like to argue that NATO and the US have just 
begun facing their first set of serious problems in the administration 
of the post-Cold War global environment. At the core of these 
problems stands the mistaken transformation of the alliance from a 
military pact into a political organisation, a transformation that 
tends to consume, not to produce security in Europe, the Balkans and, 
by extension, in the greater Middle East. Having said this, I would 
not hesitate to read the post-Cold War transformation of NATO and 
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the vicissitudes of the US policy alongside Scarf ace’s principal themes, 
those being 'hubris' and 'over-reach'. The 'hubris' of NATO and the 
US against Europe's ideological matrix of the Enlightenment 
principles is undeniable; and an 'over-reach' of NATO itself, in the 
wake of its failure to diagnose the crucial political and historical 
limits of its expansionist adventure, is also undeniable. The vicissi- 
tudes of US policy via NATO demystify the political myth of 
delivering justice through violence, disclosing that the world we live 
in is still a realist/neo-realist world dominated by power politics and 
conflicting capitalist economic and national interests. NATO and the 
US expand deeper into Eurasia in order to create such fait accomplis 
so as to force Russia to co-operate and Europe/Germany to be more 
flexible on trade and economic matters in the context of the WTO. 
The human cost has been enormous. In this context, primary 
responsibility lies with those policy-makers and intellectuals who 
a-critically supported both the alliance's eastward enlargement and 
its transformation into a political and coercive organisation, which 
instrumentally draws guiding principles from the Enlightenment's 
liberal traditions. The pro-expansionist argument spearheaded by 
Brzezinski and Kissinger is not convincing and the view that a legal 
framework should be constructed in order to support humanitarian 
intervention is deeply hypocritical, unrealistic and counter- 
productive - indeed it has become more so particularly since 
September ll . 68 The very limit of the US policy is the 'hubris' of 
liberal European values tried and abused on European soil. 

It seems to me that Eurasia and its wealth are looked upon by 
America in the same way as Miami was looked upon by Tony 
Montana. Yet NATO and the US may not be falling into the same 
genus of mistakes as Montana did. The Clinton administration 
promised a humane society in Somalia and Haiti and left chaos and 
anarcfpf^but Montana, an original Latin macho, did care about the 
life of women and children. It should be remembered, however, that 
Montana's fall was as much the work of his main collaborator - or, 
in NATO's jargon, 'core partners' - as a result of his own refusal to 
admit his limits. Be that as it may, great care should be taken by all 
sides to consider, with apologies to Marx, that the limits of NATO 
may turn out to be NATO itself. 


4 Near and Middle Eastern 
Dilemmas 


NATO's strategic mission, as a key instrument of the US containment 
strategy for the security and defence of Western Europe, was such 
that it allowed a conceivable 'stretching' of US influence into zones 
where Western geo-political interests were at stake. Owing to the 
declining influence of the British Empire, the US containment 
strategy, which began unfolding even before the end of the Second 
World War, necessarily had to be structured in such a way that it 
could provide for the defence and security of oil and gas producing 
regions. This political necessity, although impossible to materialise 
in full due to the USSR's powerful posture in Central Asia and the 
Caucasus, nevertheless had to strike a balance of force not 
unfavourable to the US and the West. Thus, even before the formu- 
lation of the Truman Doctrine in 1947, US policy-makers concluded 
that the success of the containment strategy in Europe was 
contingent upon the success of the balance of power in the Near and 
the greater Middle East. 

As early as 1945-6, US strategists were paying particular attention 
to the struggle for power along the so-called 'Northern Tier'. This 
term 'describes the northernmost Near and Middle Eastern countries 
on the border of or Near the Soviet Union'^In the immediate post- 
war period, Greece, Turkey, Iran and, at times, even Afghanistan were 
indeed deemed to be indispensable for the success of the US con- 
tainment policy in Europe?! 

On reflection, however, the notion of a 'Northern Tier' turned out 
to involve certain political issues that were conducive to disunity, 
rather than unity, between crucial regional actors and allies of the 
US. In the first place, the notion came to be challenged by the 
Greek-Turkish conflict over Cyprus and the Aegean, and also by the 
Iranian revolution of 1979. Secondly, the emergence of a Jewish state 
in 1948 reshuffled the regional balance of power in the Middle East, 
reignited Arab and Palestinian nationalism, thus creating an unstable 
equilibrium of forces in the very security underbelly of the 'Tier'. In 
this context, and given the influence of the USSR in the Arab world, 
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the US could not afford to separate in real political and strategic 
terms, as rigorously as it did in theory, the 'Northern Tier’ from the 
Arab-Israeli conflict and the security of oil and gas producing zones. 

This chapter is an attempt to explore the significance for the US of 
the Arab-Israeli conflict and the problems that arose in the 'Northern 
Tier' mainly during the first three decades of the Cold War. Our chief 
focus will be the international context of the Cyprus issue and, by 
extension, Greek-Turkish rivalry and other security issues in the 
Middle East that pertained to the geo-political context of the Cold 
War. Through this perspective, we shall become aware of the 
dilemmas of US policy in the Near and the Middle East, dilemmas 
that were enmeshed with the antagonism of the USSR and European 
powers per se. Our analyses here will pave the way for the exploration, 
in the next two chapters, of Turkey and of Cyprus-EU relations. 

The 'Northern Tier' and the Greek-Turkish Dimension 

By assigning to both Greece and Turkey $400m in aid, the Truman 
Doctrine had set the tone for the Marshall Plan for the reconstruction 
of Western Europe. In addition, it initiated a process of transition of 
hegemony in the Southern Balkans and the Eastern Mediterranean 
from Britain to the US. The exception was Cyprus, where Britain 
insisted upon holding onto its colony. The events that prompted the 
US to put forward the notion of a 'Northern Tier' were all part of the 
regional dynamics that were emerging out of the war and taking 
shape within the newly formed boundaries of the Cold War. 

The end of the war found Iran under the triple occupation of the 
USSR, Britain and the US. Due to the USSR's successful resistance, 
and having secured from the Germans the oilfields of Ahwaz and 
the refinery at Abadan (the largest in the world), the allies used Iran's 
facilities throughout their war effort. Post-war Soviet determination 
to hold onto Iran, on the one hand, and the subsequent Soviet 
challenge to Turkey's sovereignty on the other, prompted the US to 
consider both Near-Middle Eastern countries as of invaluable 
strategic importance. The USSR wanted to control Iran's oil and gas 
production, gain access to the Gulf region and also use the Kurdish 
issue 'as a means of making inroads to TurkeyPl With regard to 
Turkey as such, the USSR, under the pretext of pressure exercised by 
its Armenian and Georgian Socialist Republics, aimed at achieving 
control over the Turkish Straits and the Turkish provinces of Kars 
and Ardahan. The crises over Iran and Turkey, although they had 
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been brewing since the war years, manifested themselves almost 
simultaneously (Iran: March 1946; Turkey: August 1946). 

Greece, apart from its symbolic value as the 'cradle of Western 
civilisation', bordered three Communist countries (Albania, 
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria). Had the Greek Communist guerrillas been 
successful in defeating the Greek nationalist forces during the second 
guerrilla war in Macedonia (1946-9), then Greece could easily have 
become both the USSR's and Bulgaria's Trojan Horses for gaining 
access to the Eastern Mediterraneans Greece's land border with 
Turkey across the Evros/Maritsa river thus had to be maintained at 
all costs. But as this border was adjacent to the bottleneck of the 
Bosporus and the Dardanelles, defence of the Aegean Greece and 
Black Sea Turkey assumed particular importance. From this perspec- 
tive, US strategists saw Greece and Turkey as forming a united 
geo-strategic bloc able, if properly backed, to deter Soviet incursion 
into the Eastern Mediterranean and the Suez via the Turkish Straits 
and/or the Aegean. The Greek-Turkish equation was not balanced 
in the strategic thinking of US policy-makers in that Turkey emerged 
as strategically more important than Greece, a fact that was later to 
be taken into account when they began considering the 
Greek-Turkish conflict over Cyprus. 

Turkey had borders with Communist Russia, and as it was situated 
next to oil and gas producing regions, could be used militarily by 
the US to starve the USSR of oiPl Turkey was contributing strategic 
depth to the containment strategy for the defence of Europe, and it 
could potentially act as a bulwark of deterrence in the crucial fronts 
of the Balkans, the Black Sea, the Middle East and even Central Asia. 
It had a large standing army, numbering some 460,000 men in 1946, 
and had the potential to become a considerable Black Sea and 
Eastern Mediterranean naval power. In addition, it could offer vital 
bases and listening posts to the US and the West, which were deemed 
to be indispensable for the deterrence of any possible Soviet 
incursion through the Caucasus. The Turkey-Iran-Afghanistan tier 
was thus becoming a vital line of defence in the struggle against 
Soviet domination of oil and gas producing regions. Iran dominated 
the Eastern shoreline of the Persian Gulf and Afghanistan provided 
a crucial, buffer type of landmass. Despite the fact that the chain was 
bound to become irrelevant if the Greek link was missing, the actual 
geo-strategic ordering put together favoured Turkey at the expense 
of Greece. As Bruce Kuniholm put it: 
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The security of Greece and Turkey were of critical importance to 
the United States. While both countries offered bases for 
operations in the Eastern Mediterranean, Turkey was strategically 
more important because it dominated the major air, land, and sea 
routes from the Soviet Union to the Eastern Mediterranean and 
Persian Gulf. While Greece could probably never resist an attack 
in force, Turkey could impose an appreciable delay on attacking 
forces and, supported by the United States, could offer strong 
resistance. Based on these considerations, the JCS (Joint Chiefs of 
Staff) defined the following long-range US strategic interests: (a) A 
Greek military establishment capable of maintaining internal 
security in order to avoid Communist domination; (b) A Turkish 
military establishment sufficient to ensure continued resistance 
to Soviet pressure, and able to delay Soviet aggression long enough 
to permit US and allied forces to deny certain portions of Turkey 
to the Soviet Unionl3 

This strategic reasoning formed the basis upon which the US imple- 
mented its policy towards Greece and Turkey, at least until the 
Turkish invasions of Cyprus in summer 1974. The US assisted Greece, 
both economically and militarily, basically in order to develop it into 
a domestic anticommunist security regime; and it also assisted 
Turkey in becoming a defence 'micro-giant' in order to be able to 
'delay Soviet aggression'. 

It is therefore no accident that, although both Greece and Turkey 
joined NATO simultaneously in February 1952 following their par- 
ticipation in the Korean War (1950), Greece had been invited to 
submit its application only after the positive conclusion of 
US-UK-Turkey consultations in 1950-51. 7 Having this order of 
priorities, the US soon began distributing military aid to Greece and 
Turkey on an unequal basis. During the crucial period between 1952 
and 1959, when Cyprus was experiencing EOKA's (National Organ- 
isation of Cypriot Fighters) anti-colonial struggle for 
self-determination and enosis (union with Greece - 1955-9), Turkey 
received over twice as much US military assistance as Greece ($1.36 
billion to $673.9 million^ This trend continued throughout the 
1960s and, consequently, before 1974, 'Greece's forces, lacking strong 
air and naval components, remained little more than a trip wire in 
case of Soviet attack, whereas Turkey developed a well-rounded force 
capable of an independent offensive campaign .El Although there 
were additional reasons for the inaction of Greece's forces in summer 
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1974 (e.g. the plight of the Greek military caused by the junta's 
seven-year administration), the fact remains that Greece had far 
inferior power projection capabilities than Turkey. Greek political 
leaders in the 1950s (Constantine Karamanlis) and 1960s (George 
Papandreou) complained to the US about this unequal distribution 
of military assistance, but their efforts proved fruitles'P^ 

The Arab-Israeli Conflict 

The geo-strategic terrain of the Arab-Israeli conflict during the Cold 
War can be defined in terms of occupying the sensitive geo-political 
space under the thick belt of the 'Northern Tier'. This definition 
assists us in deciphering the links between US policy towards the 
Middle East, and the regional pattern of alliances and rivalries that 
emerged out, or on the fringes, of this conflict, which the US had to 
manage successfully in order to contain the influence of the USSR. 

The birth of Israel was a painful and protracted process. In the 
main, it was the result of a combination of events, such as the 
horrific experience of the Holocaust of the Jewish people, the long- 
standing determination of the Zionist movement to establish a state 
in Palestine, as well as of Britain's decision to withdraw from there. 
More than 6,000,000 Jews had been exterminated by the Nazis 
before and during the Second World War and the Zionist demand of 
Theodor Herzl for the creation of a Jewish state in Palestine began 
gaining considerable ground in Europe and the UfP^xhe demand of 
the Jewish people 'to have a state of their own', in which they could 
seek refuge and shelter, was coupled with the willingness of the 
British to give up their mandate in Palestine, although holding onto 
Cyprus and their ground in the Suez Canal. 

Following their failure to back Greece's irredentist aspirations in 
Asia Minor in 1919-22, the British and French sought to prevent 
Soviet influence in the Middle East, dividing the spoils between 
them. This was to be done by uniting their communication lines 
from the Suez Canal and the bridge-island of Cyprus, eastwards to 
the Levant and the oil fields of Iraq and IndiaP^But Britain's partial 
withdrawal from the Near and the Middle East in the wake of the 
Second World War, created a power vacuum at the very heart of oil 
and gas producing zones, a vacuum that the victorious USSR could 
easily exploit to its advantage. 

Britain began looking for an exit strategy in Palestine, and by 
doing so confused matters there even more. Britain had mixed 
feelings about sponsoring the creation of a Jewish state, and had 
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several times blocked the arrival of Jewish immigrants to PalestincU-il 
Yet it did not have a clear-cut policy towards the Palestinians either. 
The Jewish institution-building in Palestine began between the wars 
under the encouragement and auspices of the British. Verbally, 
however, Britain could not afford to call upon Jewish institution- 
building alone, and it was forced by the nature of things to also 
invite the Arab/Palestinians to set up their own proto-state 
structures. Thus, in 1939 a British White Paper called for an inde- 
pendent Palestine in ten years. This sort of 'divide and rule' policy 
had become untenable and created mistrust, not only between the 
Arabs and the Jews, but also between each of them and the British. 
Characteristically, an anti-Jewish and anti-Anglo-French Arab League 
was formed in March 1945, whilst 'by October 1947, Jewish attacks 
had killed 127 British soldiers and wounded 133 others 'P3 

The newly founded United Nations and the US inherited this 
British policy failure in Palestine. Israel's declaration of indepen- 
dence (May 14, 1948), which was drawn from a UN decision for a 
partition of Palestine into Arab and Jewish zones, meant war for five 
Arab states. Israel, supported by the US, exploited the disunity in the 
Arab alliance and won the war, which resulted in an increase in its 
territory of 21 per cent compared to the UN territorial allocation 
schemtCEl Yet, this created a huge refugee problem that still haunts 
the peace talks between Israel, the Palestinian authority and the 
international com mu nit\Lh>J 

The birth of Israel went therefore hand in hand with the rebirth 
of Arab nationalism, albeit incoherent and disunited, and with a 
constant security problem for both the Israelis and the Arabs. This 
security/insecurity problem, at least during the early stages, chiefly 
stemmed from the issue of refugees and Arab/Palestinian grievances 
over the foundation of Israel, or the way in which Israel was estab- 
lished. It also went hand in glove with the Cold War geo-strategic 
settings, as it had become clear from the beginning that the USSR 
was keen on supporting the Arab cause in order to expand its 
influence in the Middle East and the Eastern Mediterranean. 

Tension in the Middle East was something that the US did not 
always wish for, as important security and strategic interests of the 
West were at stake. Clearly, the USSR was ready to capitalise, not only 
on the openings offered to her by the Arab states and their non- 
aligned movement, but also, and even more importantly, on the 
antagonisms that developed periodically among NATO allies 
themselves. Moreover, the US could not afford to sustain its first line 
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of defence in the greater Middle East, that being the 'Northern Tier', 
with its soft underbelly (Syria, Jordan, Lebanon, Iraq and Egypt) in 
constant turmoil. Thus, US policy-makers were forced to develop a 
multifaceted and risky policy, by trying to reconcile conflicting 
regional and global interests. In the main, what at times came to be 
called the 'Eisenhower doctrine' (1957) or 'Carter/Reagan doctrine' 
(late 1970s to 1980s) during the Cold War, was in fact a careful 
balancing act in relation to the Near and the Middle East, trying to 
accommodate five key interlinked objectives: 

a. The security and survival of Israel or, as Henry Kissinger put it in 
1970, 'the United States is committed to defend Israel's existence, 
but not Israel's conquestsC^ 

b. The accommodation of divergent, rather than homogeneous, 
Arab interests in order to keep as many Arab states as possible - 
as well as Cyprus and the 'Northern Tier' - away from the 
influence of the USSR. 

c. The elimination of differences among NATO members, including 
differences between the US itself and some of its key allies, such 
as Britain and France. 

d. Contingency planning for projecting US and NATO power in the 
Eastern Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf, in case deterrence 
failecPSl 

e. And, in retrospect, as this possibility emerged during the late 
1960s, the US had to prevent the Arabs from using the 'oil 
weapon', thus inflicting a serious economic crisis upon the West. 

To these five policy objectives, one can add a sixth, which was to 
ensure the cohesion of the 'Northern Tier', mainly by preventing an 
armed conflict between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus. This 
objective, however, can be added onto the US priority list only after 
1962-3, when the British decided to halt their involvement in 
Cyprus' domestic security affairs. 

The US global policy balancing act in respect of the Near and the 
Middle East can be seen from a number of events that the region 
experienced in the 1950s and 1960s, most of which were directly 
related to the Arab-Israeli conflict and the Greek-Turkish one over 
Cyprus. I will deal here with the Arab-Israeli case, while dedicating 
a separate section to the Cyprus issue. 

To start with, the foundation of Israel and the defeat of the Arabs 
in 1948-9 triggered major political upheavals within the Arab states 
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themselves. Egypt's monarchy was overthrown in 1952 and a series 
of coups took place in Syria between 1949 and 1955. King Abdullah 
of Jordan and PM Riad as-Sulh of Lebanon were assassinated in 1951. 
The most important domestic development took place in Egypt, 
when two years after the 1952 revolution, in October 1954, 
Mohammed Neguib was replaced by Gamal Abdel-Nasir (Nasser). 

Nasser, who was initially welcomed by both Israel and the US, had 
soon distanced himself from both the Baghdad Pact and the West 
and came to be overtly backed by the USSRE3 Embarking upon an 
ambitious programme of modernisation via increased state inter- 
vention in economic affairs, Nasser challenged the stationing of 
some 85,000 British troops around the Suez Canal and decided to 
nationalise it on July 26, 1956, in order to raise funds for the 
financing of the Aswan Dam. This represented a direct challenge to 
Britain and France, who produced an ambiguous plan to undo 
Nasser's policy, a plan that first assigned to Israel the task of taking 
the Canal by forceP^The Israelis did indeed take most of the Sinai 
peninsula, but when Britain and France, under the pretext of keeping 
the Arabs and the Israelis apart, began invading Egypt in order to 
retake Suez, the US intervened to thwart their project. Facing the US 
military challenge, and under a UN threat of an oil embargo, the 
Franco-British forces withdrew immediately. They then painfully 
lamented that they were second-rate powers in the Middle East and 
the Eastern Mediterranean, incapable of independent actionEUBut 
US rationale had different foundations. 

The Franco-British action and the involvement of Israel broke the 
fragile Baghdad Pact apart, and the US found itself in the difficult 
position of having to build anew a coalition of the moderate Arab 
states under its hegemonic influenc^P^ Moreover, the US wanted to 
prevent a spillover of the conflict into a major Cold War confronta- 
tion in the greater Middle East, all the more so since the USSR had 
by then managed to establish a remarkable intelligence, naval and 
military presence in the regiorMil In addition, the US began under- 
cutting Europe's overall strategic position in the area, as European 
forces had started siding with the Arabs in their attempt to rescue 
their imperial privileges over oil and gas deals that they had enjoyed 
before the Suez crisis. Ultimately, under pressure from Arab nation- 
alism, as well as economic problems at home, Britain and France 
completely withdrew from the Persian Gulf and Algeria respectively. 
The process of decolonisation was at its peak and in this context East 
Mediterranean Cyprus figured prominently. 
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Conflict over Cyprus 

The rationale behind the inclusion of Turkey and Greece in the 
Western sphere of influence was drawn on the basis of a wider 
context. Not only were Greece and Turkey seen as forming a united 
line of defence, but also the Balkans and the Middle East were 
considered to be part of a potentially uniform geo-strategic zone. 
Although this should not be exaggerated since, during the Cold War, 
the Balkans and the Middle East were grouped separately for 
planning purposes, the fact remains that there was strategic potential 
to exploit, particularly in the Western Balkans. For instance, when 
Tito's Yugoslavia finally came to employ a non-aligned foreign policy 
in accordance with the Stalin-Churchill percentages agreement)^ 
the chances for the West to influence the Balkan zone increased sub- 
stantially. As Susan Woodward noted, throughout the Cold War 
Yugoslavia survived 

[thanks] to US military aid; US-orchestrated economic assistance 
from the International Monetary Fund, World Bank, US 
Export-Import Bank, and foreign Banks; and the restoration of 
trade relations with the West after August 1949. In exchange, 
socialist Yugoslavia played a critical role for the US global 
leadership during the Cold War: as a propaganda tool in its anti- 
communist and anti-Soviet campaign and as an integral element 
of NATO's policy in the Eastern Mediterranean. Jealously guarding 
its neutrality, Yugoslavia became an important element in the 
West's policy of containment of the Soviet Union. It prevented 
the Soviets from gaining a toehold in the Mediterranean and 
protected routes to Italy and Greece by providing a strong military 
deterrence to potential Soviet aggression in the Balkan^?S 

The success of US policy towards the Balkans and the Near East 
reached its apex in 1953, when Yugoslavia, Greece and Turkey signed 
the Balkan Treaty of Friendship and Co-operation, which was 
extended into a mutual defence pact the following year. But tensions 
between Turkey and Greece were soon to follow, when Britain 
included Turkey in its bilateral discussions with Greece over the 
future of Cyprus (1954-5). This disturbed the understanding between 
Greece and Turkey that had been developing since 1930 with the 
Venizelos-Ataturk Convention of Friendship and Reconciliation. 
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Greece viewed Turkey's participation in the talks as inappropriate 
and illegal. According to the Greeks, the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne 
stipulated that Turkey would no longer have the right to lay claim 
over any of the former territories of the Ottoman Empire where 
Muslim populations could be found. The Turks, however, had a 
different interpretation of the relevant Article of the Treaty, insisting 
that they had the legal right to be involved. The final version of 
Article 16 of the Treaty of Lausanne reads as follows: 

Turkey hereby renounce all rights and titles whatsoever over or 
respecting the territories situated outside the frontiers laid down 
in the present Treaty and the islands other than those over which 
her sovereignty is recognised by the said Treaty, the future of those 
territories and islands being settled by the parties concerned^ 

Although this wording seems to be favouring Greece's point of view, 
it 'left the door open to subsequent debates between Turkey and 
Greece concerning which nations could legally be regarded as 
"parties concerned" with reference to the fate of Cyprus'PUThe 
ensuing conflict between the two countries over Cyprus threatened 
to split NATO's 'Northern Tier' (Southern flank) at least twice in the 
1960s (1963-4 and 1967), as well as, and even more seriously, in 1974 
when Turkey invaded Cyprus twice (July 20 and August 14, 1 974)PE1 
Yet it was not Greece itself that aimed at a military confrontation 
with Turkey in order to assert itself in Cyprus through a policy of 
union. Rather, it was the Greek Cypriots who fervently pursued the 
goal of enosis (union with Greece) and demanded mainland Greek 
support. Enosis is a Greek Cypriot demand that can be traced back to 
Greece's own struggle for independence from the Ottoman yoke in 
the 1820s, a demand that has remained unaltered throughout the 
subsequent decades. The spark for a violent Greek Cypriot campaign 
against British colonial authorities was provided by Henry 
Hopkinson, junior Minister for Colonial Affairs in the British cabinet. 
When challenged by Labour opposition MPs in a parliamentary 
debate in July 1954, he spelled out an unfortunate statement: 'It has 
always been understood and agreed that there are certain territories 
in the Commonwealth which, owing to their particular circum- 
stances, can never expect to be fully independent' (my emphasisjP3 
The word 'never' was unacceptable to the Greek Cypriots. The 
following year, on April 1, 1955, a number of bombs were detonated 
across Cyprus, aiming at British colonial installations and interests. 
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The EOKA struggle for self-determination and enosis, led by Colonel 
George Grivas (leader of EOKA's clandestine military arm) and 
Archbishop Makarios (the political-religious leader) had begun. 

The US regional geo-strategic imperative, particularly from the 
early 1960s onwards, was to remove Cyprus as 'the Greek-Turkish 
bone of contention', creating conditions for solid co-operation 
between NATO allies Greece and TurkevP^ To a significant degree, 
as in the case of Palestine, the Greek-Turkish conflict over Cyprus 
was a problem directly inherited from Britain's colonial policy of 
'divide and rule' on the island. During the EOKA anti-colonial 
struggle, a considerable number of Turkish Cypriots, often of 
working-class origin or unemployed, were recruited by the British 
authorities as gendarmes and security personnel. This policy under- 
pinned the transformation of Cypriot Muslims into Turkish 
nationalists, while establishing Turkey as a diplomatic party to the 
Cyprus question. It was therefore British strategy in the 1950s to 
openly pit the Turkish minority against the Greek majority, thus 
establishing irreconcilable differences between the two communi- 
ties, differences that were bound to have a negative impact upon 
Greek-Turkish relation£2U 

Moreover, as early as 1955-6, and again with Britain's connivance, 
the Turkish strategy began to consider the Cyprus issue in the 
context of a wider revisionist understanding with Greece, which 
involved issues such as the Aegean, the Muslim minority in Greek 
Thrace and the Greek minority in Istanbul. Turkish policy-makers 
had assessed that, in the event of a war, Turkey could only be 
supplied through its Southern ports of Antalya, Mersin and 
Iskenderun, and that if Cyprus became Greek, this could no longer 
be guaranteed. Turkey was indeed afraid of being encircled by 
Greece, a traditionally hostile nation. In the words of Nihat Erim, 
who was acting at the time as special adviser to the Turkish PM 
Adnan Menderes on the Cyprus issue: 

Inasmuch as Greece wants to disturb the balance achieved in 
Lausanne by proclaiming enosis, Turkey should demand bilateral 
negotiations on all matters concerned, namely, on issues regarding 
Western Thrace, the position of the Patriarchate, the Greek 
minority in Istanbul, as well as some Aegean islandTTd 

So, whereas the US was aiming at a solution that could accommo- 
date Greece and Turkey in order to maintain NATO's cohesion, and 
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thus the strategic operationality of the 'Northern Tier', the Turkish 
policy, with the backing of Britain, was envisaging an overall plan to 
deal with bilateral relations. In 1958, Turkey refused to ratify the 
Geneva Convention on the continental shelf, and when later in the 
early 1970s she challenged Greece's sovereign rights in the Aegean 
Sea, Turkey was quick to recall that she was not one of the signato- 
ries of the Convention - Greece signed rather belatedly, in 1972. 33 
Turkey's overall plan was in fact tantamount to a revision of the Treaty 
of Lausanne. 

The Aegean Sea and Thrace bear strategic similarities to that of 
Cyprus in that the US was equally keen to avoid Greek-Turkish 
hostilities over regions hosting their ethnic communities. In the first 
place, a Greek-Turkish war would have provided great opportunities 
for the Warsaw Pact to expand its influence in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean by siding either with Greece or Turkey, depending on the 
prevailing circumstances and on which option would be more 
convenient for the USSR. In addition - a factor that is equally valid 
today - the Black Sea trade and Flight Information Regions (FIRs) 
would have been disrupted or deactivated, events whose repercus- 
sions would have been felt in the Suez Canal trade and across the 
entire network of NATO's communication lines. In a sense, however, 
the case of Cyprus was different altogether because, among other 
things, Britain, Greece and Turkey managed to produce a parody 
constitution in 1959-60, which was unjust, divisive and, above all, 
against the very charter of the United NationsPl 'Even the Intelli- 
gence and Research Bureau of the US Department of State', Van 
Coufoudakis observed, 'in a prophetic analysis in the summer of 
1959, concluded that these [constitutional] agreements were 
burdensome and unworkable and predicted their collapse.^ 

Turkey bargained hard over Cyprus and pursued shrewd tactics of 
leaning towards the USSR after 1964, when a Turkish invasion was 
averted at the eleventh hour by the US President Lyndon Johnson. 
But even before the notorious 'Johnson letter', which warned the 
Turks to avoid any adventurism in Cyprus because NATO may not be 
able to guarantee the security of Turkey's Eastern borders, the US had 
taken a unilateral decision to remove Jupiter missiles from Turkey, 
which were destined to repulse a Soviet attaclP^The political victory 
of Makarios in the UN following the inter-communal strife of 
1963-4, coupled with his clever international tactics and the 
US-Turkey dispute over the Cuban missiles crisis (1962), induced the 
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US to consider Turkey's Eastern frontiers as 'out-of-area', and thus 
not defensible];-^ 

The Turco-Soviet co-operation took the form of stronger economic 
ties, and reached its apex in 1967, when 'the USSR agreed to build a 
number of industrial plants in Turkey, including a steel mill, an 
aluminium smelter, and an oil refinery^-^Moreover, in 1967 (the Six 
Day War) and 1973 Turkey refused to facilitate American support for 
Israel in the two Arab-Israeli wars. More to the point, in the October 
1973 Yom Kippur war, the US was left totally on its own as 'all other 
NATO members [including the Greek junta] with the exception of 
Portugal declined to facilitate US out-of-area involvement'P3 

In the Yom Kippur war the US indeed felt the need to mobilise its 
allies to a common war effort to save Israel, as it was becoming clear 
that Israel could not hold out on its own against the Egyptian and 
Syrian surprise attack supported by the USSR. The Arab states were 
using Soviet military equipment, of the latest technology, and the 
USSR itself was amassing some eighty warships in the Eastern 
Mediterranean, readying troops to be airlifted into the area of 
conflicts At this critical conjuncture, Cypriot President Archbishop 
Makarios - himself one of the founders of the non-aligned 
movement and several times dubbed by US policy-makers as 'the 
Castro of the Mediterranean' - refused to allow the Americans to use 
the facilities of the British sovereign bases in Cyprus. Britain was 
explicitly in concert with Makarios's stance. It was those critical 
events that made crystal clear to Henry Kissinger and US defence 
analysts the politico-military importance of Cyprus for the defence 
of Israel. 

From this perspective, the generic framework of Turkey's geo- 
strategic primacy vis-a-vis Greece assumed a particular significance 
for the US in the context of the rapprochement between Turkey and 
the USSR. The ferocity of the Arab-Israeli conflict, Europe's 
antagonism to the US, and Cyprus' and Greece's unwillingness to 
back the US in the Eastern Mediterranean, led the US to reconsider 
Turkey's importance. More to the point, the loss of Turkey, that the 
US feared after the pro-USSR inclination of Turkey's foreign policy, 
would have caused havoc to NATO's integrated defence and com- 
munication lines. It would have destroyed the geo-strategic 
practicality of the 'Northern Tier', offering enormous advantages to 
the USSR and enabling her to advance further into the oil and gas 
producing zones of the Middle East. In the event, the loss of Turkey 
to the USSR might have meant the loss of Israel as the 'Northern 
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Tier' would have been penetrated by the joint bloc of the USSR with 
Arab nationalism. 

This is the appropriate regional and global context within which 
the US partition schemes for Cyprus of the 1960s and early 1970s 
can be analysed and understood. These schemes, drawn up by the 
security and diplomatic teams surrounding George Ball and Dean 
Acheson in 1964-5, mainly provided for union with Greece with the 
concession to Turkey of a large military base on CyprusC±H In this 
way, the US had hoped to rebalance Greek-Turkish relations within 
NATO and strengthen the 'Northern Tier' by forging Greek-Turkish 
friendship through a solution of the Cyprus issue acceptable to both 
Turkey and Greece. However, neither Makarios nor the democrati- 
cally elected government of George Papandreou in Greece, which 
was under the decisive influence of his son Andreas, accepted the 
partition schemesP3The strategy pursued by the Republic of Cyprus 
at the time was that of independence and non-alignment, and any 
sort of acceptance of the partition schemes would have turned the 
Republic into an awkward NATOland divided between Greece and 
Turkey. In fact, the partition schemes proved unworkable because 
the US took into account its own security only and not the political 
volition and 'interests of the CypriotsP-3 

Having said this, the US policy of finding a solution to the Cyprus 
issue that might keep both Greece and Turkey 'happy', was inextri- 
cably linked with two strategic imperatives. First, to maintain the 
deterring and defence posture of the 'Northern Tier'; second, to 
maintain the balance of force in the Middle East and the Eastern 
Mediterranean in favour of NATO and Israel. These strategic imper- 
atives underpinned the US strategy to rebalance Turkey's foreign 
policy inclination towards the USSR, a strategic need which assumed 
particular urgency for the US after the October 1973 Yom Kippur war. 

Towards Summer 1974 and After 

The imposition of a military junta in Greece in 1967, within which 
most of the leading officers were on the payroll of the CIA, removed 
any hope of a balanced and just solution to the Cyprus issue. The 
Athens regime was constrained by the strategic remit of the Cold 
War policy priorities of the US. It assumed power in order to boost 
anti-communism and domestic security, reverse the momentum of 
George and Andreas Papandreou's democratic movement, and also 
to facilitate a solution of the Cyprus issue according to the US 
partition plan£3H 
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The Greek junta dislocated the anti-partition foreign policy 
framework of the democratic governments of George and Andreas 
Papandreou and pursued a head-on confrontation with Archbishop 
Makarios, undermining his policy for an independent Cyprus. For 
seven years, Makarios successfully resisted the junta’s hotchpotch 
nationalistic plans for union with Greece, with Turkey receiving in 
return a large military base on Cyprus. But he failed to deter the 
junta's coup of July 15, 1974 in Cyprus, and Turkey's first invasion 
followed five days later. Within two days, and taking advantage of 
the military Turkish Cypriot enclave linking up Kerynia with 
Nicosia, the Turks managed to create a bridgehead around this 
enclosed zone. 

Henry Kissinger and the US were not very interested in who would 
win in summer 1974, although the outcome of the confrontation was 
rather predictable. As we saw earlier, the issue at stake in July-August 
1974 was neither the territorial integrity of Cyprus nor which 
regional NATO power the US should please. The real issue was the 
cohesion of NATO's Southern flank and of the 'Northern Tier' and 
this, albeit with difficulty, was maintained^ True, the US had tilted 
towards Turkey at the expense of Greece between 1964 and 1974, but 
this was the result of Turkey's successful policy, supported by the 
primacy of its geo-strategic positioning during the Cold War. This 
said, however, Turkey's strategic value alone would have been useless 
if it was not backed by successful foreign policy manoeuvring and 
favoured by the negative turn of events in the Arab-Israeli conflict. 

Despite fierce opposition by Secretary Kissinger and President 
Ford, the US finally imposed a Congress-led short-lived arms 
embargo on Turkey (1975-8) and supported in the UN Greece's 
demand for non-recognition of the Turkish-controlled zone in 
Cyprus (37 per cent of the island). This decision was not the result 
of a moral way of thinking on the part of the US. Rather, it was the 
product of the bizarre constitutional arrangements of 1959-60; the 
ferocity of the second Turkish invasion (August 14-16, 1974), taking 
the Turkish-controlled zone out of the Kerynia-Nicosia enclave and 
extending it well beyond any preconceived partition scheme put 
forward by Acheson and Ball; and the need to pacify and please 
Greece and the Greek-American lobby in the US CongresJU^ 

Henry Kissinger and Bulent Ecevit have since declared that the 
Cyprus issue was 'solved' in summer 1974. This is far from true. They 
both know that the Cyprus issue, if at all, has been fixed, and not 
solved. It is this 'fixing' that has since 1974 kept Greece and Turkey 
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fighting at the diplomatic level alone; and it is this 'fixing' that has 
since 1974 served the US, Turkey and Israel in the Near Eastern 
theatre (see the next two chapters). But it is also because of this 
'fixing' that, inter alia, the US can manipulate both Greece and 
Turkey at will, whenever it sees fit. At times, Great Powers find it 
more convenient not to 'solve', but to 'fix' problems^ 

The establishment of the Turkish military in Cyprus not only 
created conditions for the partition of the island, but it also put 
Greece at a politico-military disadvantage over the entire security 
zone stretching from Cyprus, westwards and northwards to the 
Aegean and Western Thrace. Turkey could now openly challenge 
Greece's sovereign rights in the Aegean and Western Thrace, and also 
challenge the legitimacy of the FIR of Athens, demanding that its 
aviation authority be transferred to Istanbul. Turkey had also asked 
Greece that a median line in the Aegean be drawn, conferring Turkey 
the right, among others, to provide security for the Eastern Aegean 
islands off its coastal lineCSD In the event, Turkey demanded a 
reporting air aviation line in the Aegean, which coincided with the 
Western median edge they claimed for the continental shelfPSI In 
other words, both the air and the sea of the Aegean should be 
divided between mainland Greece and Turkey. The issue of the Greek 
minority in Turkey was somewhat solved: following the pogroms of 
the mid-1950s and 1960s in retaliation to the Greek advances in 
Cyprus, no substantial Greek minority could be found in Istanbul or 
Izmir. This can be seen as a blatant violation of the Treaty of 
Lausanne and of the 1930 Ankara Convention, which provided for 
an approximately equal number of Western Thracian Muslims and 
Istanbul Greeks to be excluded from the compulsory population 
exchange of the 1920s. 

Greece's Cyprus debacle was further complicated by the country's 
painful transition to democracy. Although the new political class 
under the leadership of Constantine Karamanlis successfully used 
the dictators as scapegoats, the entire polity and its bureaucratic 
apparatus went through a serious crisis for a variety of reasons. 
Greece, not having experienced any proper Keynesian policy- 
making in the 1950s and 1960s according to Western European 
patterns, was bound to adopt it at a time when welfare and redis- 
tribution policies were on the retreat everywhere, after the crisis of 
the Bretton Woods system (1971) and the first oil-shock triggered 
by the Yom Kippur war. To a certain extent, Karamanlis could afford 
to employ a Keynesian policy framework, as Greece had experienced 
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a remarkable degree of growth and economic development during 
the 1960s and early 1970s. Thus, although harming profitability, the 
post-1974 political class under Karamanlis expanded state interven- 
tionism and boosted aggregate demand. This type of expansionary 
policy was to be followed by the PASOK (Panhellenic Socialist 
Movement) cabinets of Andreas Papandreou in the 1980s. However 
harmful in the long run, Greece's Keynesian and pro-welfare reforms 
under Karamanlis and Papandreou should be seen as a necessity 
dictated by the nature of the Greek polity and society, being, as they 
were, in their first stages of democratisation and politico-institu- 
tional renewal. 

Karamanlis' policy decision to change Greece's defence doctrine 
was no 'bed of roses' either. In response to Turkey's second invasion 
of Cyprus (August 14-16, 1974), Karamanlis re-militarised the 
Eastern Aegean islands in defiance of the Treaty of Lausanne, and 
proclaimed that Greece's main security threat came from Turkey, and 
not from the Communist Northern Balkans. This later enabled 
Greece to support its legal demand that the issue of the Aegean 
should be solved at the International Court of Justice, and not 
bilaterally with Turkey, as Turkey's diplomacy was supported by the 
country's advantageous military positioning in Cyprus and the 
Aegean. At the same time, Karamanlis withdrew Greece from the 
military structure of NATO (a tactical move designed to appease 
popular discontent over Cyprus), and began preparing Greece's 
application for entering into the European Economic Communities. 
Skilfully separating Greece from the increasingly complex Iberian 
(Spanish and Portuguese) entry negotiations, Karamanlis successfully 
reached an accession agreement with the EEC in April 1979. 
Moreover, Greece, despite fierce Turkish opposition, restored itself 
within NATO's military command in 1980 and full membership of 
the EEC was achieved in 1981 leaving Turkey at a disadvantage, at 
least economically^] Papandreou's cabinets in the 1980s, despite 
their anti-EEC and anti-NATO rhetoric, did not reverse Karamanlis' 
foreign policy framework. In this context, Karamanlis might well be 
seen as a 'post-Cold War European politician' in the midst of the 
Cold War. 

From then onwards, Greece responded to Turkish challenges 
primarily by fighting its corner within Europe's institutional 
framework. This has often, and at times unnecessarily, taken the 
form of either blocking European economic aid to Turkey and/or the 
country's efforts to become a full member of the EU. But at least 
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since the mid-1990s, Greek objections to the development of 
EU-Turkey relations began, progressively, to wither away. Greece 
allowed Turkey to sign a customs union with the EU in 1995, and in 
return Turkey refrained from vetoing Cyprus' opening of negotia- 
tions to join the Eli^ 


5 Turkish Questions for the West 


Our intention is to view Cyprus' European bid in the context of US 
global and regional strategic requirements. This perspective will 
enable us to firmly pronounce upon, among others, a key theme of 
this book: namely, which pivotal power figures more prominently 
in the US's strategic consideration with regard to Western Eurasia, 
Germany or Turkey? Moreover, this analytical perspective will make 
much clearer the antagonism between the US and the EU. 

As we saw earlier while examining US strategy during and after 
the Cold War, these requirements render some EU states, particularly 
Germany and France, the chief strategic allies of the US in the 
Western Eurasian theatre to which Cyprus, Greece and Turkey 
belong. Nevertheless, we have also seen that there is considerable 
rivalry between the EU as a whole, and/or some key EU states, and 
the US. This antagonism, which was established during the Cold War 
over a number of defence and economic issues, has been further 
institutionalised in the 1990s with the political and economic devel- 
opment of the EU following the collapse of 'really existing socialism'. 
The EU-US relations indeed present some interesting features. 

The EU is an economic giant but with clay military and political 
feet. Following its mid-1990s expansion, the EU had a larger 
population (370 million) and gross domestic product (GDP) than the 
US, while acting as the 'principal provider of Foreign Direct 
Investment (FDI) - both as a host economy and as a source 
economy'. Additionally, 'it provides 53 per cent of all official devel- 
opment assistance 1 ^ It accounts for almost 30 per cent of the gross 
world product and its bilateral trade with the US in 2001 totalled 
around $500 billionP Yet the EU is not a wholly independent actor 
in world politics. NATO institutionalises Europe's dependency upon 
the US, as the EU has failed to achieve the level of political, military 
and intelligence integration required in order to independently 
organise, administer and/or project power across the globe. 

This said, however, the US cannot manipulate the EU at will, as if 
the latter were a mere foreign policy appendage of the former. The 
EU has several times raised its voice in opposition to the US over a 
wide range of political and economic issues. These include their 
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different approaches to the Arab-Israeli conflict; issues concerning 
global trade (e.g. the 'banana war' of March 1999); protection tariffs 
(e.g. the US imposition of trade restrictions on Europe's steel in 
March 2002); or the issue of global warminj^In the early 2000s, the 
EU decided to invest some $3 billion in Gallileo, a satellite system 
that 'deliberately and needlessly', as The Economist put it, duplicates 
America's Global Positioning SysteirPh he EU also opposes Cuba's 
US-led embargo, and another tension appeared between the EU and 
the US over the newly created International Criminal Court (ICC). 
At a UN Security Council session in June-July 2002, the US 
threatened to withdraw its troops from Bosnia, unless the Council 
agreed to grant UN peacekeepers immunity from the ICC. In autumn 
2002, Germany stood up against a possible US-led attack on Iraq, 
without the approval of the UN security council. 

With most of these issues the US has apparently been forced to 
seek compromises in order to re-establish and reconfirm its 
privileged partnership with the EU, and it is indeed rather impossible 
for the US, as Joseph Nye put it, to 'go it alone' despite its unique 
global supremacy. EU states may in the end 'jump on the 
bandwagon', but at a cost that the US has to pay. A unilateralist 
America leads indirectly Europe's political integration. Yet this is not 
always the case and the US has plenty of opportunities to play one 
European state off against another. This US tactic works simply 
because the EU is not a politically cohesive bloc itself and differences 
among its member states come to be crystallised in the institutional 
framework of NATO. 

NATO, EU states and the US went to no post-Cold War military 
campaign or engagement completely unopposed from within. For 
example, France, a nuclear power, has broken (several times) Iraq's 
no-fly zone and Italy and Greece only reluctantly approved NATO's 
war over Kosovo. But not every European power agreed with Italy's 
or France's attitudes. Apart from the split among US strategists 
themselves in the 1990s over NATO's enlargement, the UK was a 
constant irritant to France and Germany with regard to forming a 
coherent and integrated European polity, which could encompass 
the formation of a European army outside NATO. In addition, as we 
saw earlier, the US military intervention in Bosnia was bound up 
with the strategic imperative of halting Germany's economic and 
political influence in the Balkans, an attempt that ended up 
're-dividing' the Balkans between Germany, Russia and the US under 
the hegemony of the latter. A reshuffling of 'alliances within the 
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alliance' often occurs as a result of the leverage the US can exercise 
upon key EU states on international economic platforms. For 
example, the Uruguay Round Agreement (1994), which established 
the regulatory framework of the WTO, induced Germany to embrace 
the US perspective of re-dividing the Balkans under the hegemony 
of the US. As a result, Germany had to discreetly brush aside its axis 
with France, offering its qualified support to the policy of the US 
during the Bosnian war. 

The issue of EU-Turkey relations has generated another set of con- 
flicting views between EU states and the US and, more particularly, 
between Germany and the US. This, in turn, especially during the 
years of the Christian Democratic coalition led by Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl, led to a diplomatic conflict between Germany and 
Turkey over a number of concrete issues concerning the nature of 
modern Turkish politics and society. 

A Democracy Guided by the Military and Used as Such 

The 'Turkish Question' is composed of a number of interrelated 
issues, which include - not in order of importance - the following: 

a. Turkey's domestic economic, ethnic and religious problems; 

b. A poor human rights record; 

c. The centrality of the military in the Turkish political system; 

d. Turkey's overt or covert dispute with almost any one of its 
neighbours; 

e. The dispute over Cyprus and the Aegean with EU member, 
Greece. 

I will examine each of these issues by raising EU and US policies 
towards Turkey. We shall become aware that some of the problems 
Turkey has been facing were not due to the incompetence of its 
political elite, but rather the result of its transatlantic partnership with 
the US. The issue is multidimensional and complicated, but, for the 
time being, suffice to say that Turkey has often found itself at odds 
with the US and in agreement with the EU over the ways in which 
the US attempted to use Turkey in the greater Middle Eastern theatre. 

The framework I have opted to lay out and within which I would 
like to place my analysis is that Germany and the US share no 
common views on the 'Turkish Question'. This conflict has partially 
emerged in various EU summits, whose institutional decisions have 
tentatively benefited Greece at the expense of Turkey. In turn, this 
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has had a major strategic implication for the US, because it has not 
been able to force Germany to adopt Turkey's positions regarding, for 
example, the question of Turkey's EU membership. Germany has 
been, and continues to be, the US's foremost strategic partner in the 
entire Western Eurasian zone. In this respect, Turkey loses points 
because the US, when forced to choose between Germany and Turkey, 
opts in favour of Germany. The theoretical and practical canon in 
international relations since the years of Thucydides is 'to go with the 
strongest and most important ally', and this is what the US did and 
does. But let us take up the thread of the story from the beginning. 

Turkey was and is an amalgamation of ethnicities (e.g. nearly 16 
out of 67 million of its population are Kurds), Islamic religious 
minorities (e.g. Suni and Alevis) and secular, pro-Western elites. As 
we shall establish in more detail below, this social pluralism has been 
badly administered by the political and military classes^! Turkey, 
since the emergence of a multiparty system in the 1950s, has always 
had an unstable political system overseen - to understate the case - 
by the military. It has often been administered by a coalition of 
parties. Towards the late 1990s, the second most important party in 
a coalition led by PM Bulent Ecevit, was the Nationalist Action Party 
(MHP), which is profoundly nationalistic^ 

Contrary to what is assumed by some analysts, not every secular 
elite, either politico-military or economic, is pro-European^] Well- 
defined class and military interests that wish to preserve their 
privileges drawn from the state apparatus (e.g. administrative elites, 
state bourgeoisie and some military factions) are implacably against 
the country's entry into the EU. Ian Lesser put it as follows: 

The Turkish military and the bureaucracy have been more 
resistant to reforms, including economic reforms, which they view 
as threatening to the security, integrity, and welfare of the state. 
Ironically, these two institutions have been pillars of the modern 
Republic and staunch supporters of an Ataturkist vision of 
modernity. As many Turks will now admit, the economic 
dimension of this vision, with its emphasis on statism and cen- 
tralisation, no longer looks very modern in light of liberalisation 
and decentralisation elsewhere. The evolution of the Turkish 
debate on these issues will shape the outlook for Turkey in the 21 st 
century, as well as the continued viability of US and European 
views of Turkey as a developmental 'model 'PI 
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Powerful factions within the secular military have indeed opposed 
Turkey's European perspective on the grounds that any democra- 
tisation/federalisation of the country on the basis of the acquis would 
lead to the eventual fragmentation/partition of Turkey (a similar view 
is also adopted by some hardcore factions of the MHP). This view is 
often presented through suggestions that the EU is not serious about 
accepting Turkey as a member, and that therefore Turkey should con- 
template altering its pro-Western alliance system, by shifting it 
toward Iran and Russia. Although this may be mere rhetoric, testing 
the nerves of the EU-US, it is nevertheless an indication that leading 
military factions do not wish the Turkish EU membership to take 
place on Europe's terms aloneCSin sum, the Eurosceptic stance of 
some powerful factions in the Turkish establishment is exemplified 
by the assertion that 'it is the EU that should change in order for 
Turkey to become a member, and not vice versa 021 

Islam dominates social attitudes, customs and mores and it is barely 
tolerated by the secular military and political elites. However, because 
it is deeply-seated, not only in Turkey's social identity, but also in the 
country's political system, both the EU and the US have vigorously 
opposed any pro-Islam turnabout in Turkey's domestic arenaPUThis 
imposes additional stress on the military - which is not a coherent 
bloc itself - to increase its authoritarian grip on the Islamic parties, 
not least because some EU leaders themselves, mostly Christian 
Democrats, have used Turkey's Muslim identity as a pretext to deny 
the country EU membership. But the issue is far more complicated. 

In the first place, Islamic political parties and agencies, on the one 
hand, and Turkish nationalists on the other, tend to emulate and 
'compete' with each other about who is more nationalistic. Turkish 
Islamists have over the years at times been more nationalistic and 
patriotic than some factions of Turkish nationalism itself. For 
example, during the 1974 Cyprus crisis, the bizarre coalition cabinet 
led by socialist Bulent Ecevit and the Islamist Necmettin Erbakan 
was not only fully supportive of the invasions, but it also discussed 
Erbakan's firm proposal that Turkey should consider taking the 
whole of CypruO^In the post-Cold War era, Turkey's Islamic parties 
and agencies have advanced an educational and economic policy 
aiming at regenerating Turkey's influence in the post-Soviet 
Turkic/Islamic republics of the Caucasus/Central Asia. Yet certain 
hardcore secular nationalist factions go beyond even the Islamic 
patriotic horizon: under the ideological influence of the pan-Turkism 
of Ziya Gokalp, they envisage the recreation of a greater Turkey, 
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which resembles the Ottoman Empire and extends from the Balkans 
to China. According to this set of pan-Turkic ideas, the Turkic terri- 
torial zone should be called Turan, after the mythical perception of 
the Turanian land, which extended from the Balkans to China, 
Northern Africa and the Middle EaslP-^ 

The bizarre socio-political mix of the two competing nationalisms 
of Islam and pan-Turkism has been one of the circumstances that 
has caused Turkey to present a rather inconsistent and confusing 
pattern of foreign policy toward Islamic/Turkic states in the 
Caucasian region and the various Muslim minorities in the Balkans. 
The Turkish military has invariably been trying to perform a 
balancing act between the secular and Islamic nationalist branches, 
by prosecuting Islamists within the country, while, albeit selectively, 
championing their rights outside itP^For instance, as we saw earlier, 
and in concert with other Muslim states, a firm ingredient of Turkish 
foreign policy projection in the Balkans after the end of the Cold 
War, has been the promotion of the rights of Muslim minorities. Yet, 
even this policy scheme has not been politically consistent and thus 
fully successful, and the reason, at a first sight, is very simple. The 
Turkish government itself has been somewhat reluctant to forcefully 
demand minority rights for the ethnic Turks or Muslims of the 
Balkans, as it has been unwilling to grant those minority rights to 
the Kurds of Turkey. Admittedly, this set of contradictions that cut 
across the political-cultural linkages between Turkey's domestic and 
foreign policies is just one factor that tends to contain the country's 
regional influence. In reality, Turkey's projection of authority in the 
Balkans and the Caspian region has been contained for a number of 
other complementary and far more important reasons. 

First, the Russian and Iranian factors in the Caspian and the 
Caucasus and the way in which the US viewed Turkey's role in the 
greater Middle East prevented Turkey from increasing its influence 
there. Second, and perhaps more importantly, the Turkish economic 
problems per se thwarted any coherent advance of Turkish pro- 
Muslim foreign policy. To these two reasons one may, paradoxically, 
add Turkey's alliance with Israel. While it is true that the 
Turkish-Israeli axis strengthens Turkey's hand in foreign affairs, at 
the same time it disconnects the country's religious link with the 
Arab and other Islamic states. We shall deal with the Turkish-Israeli 
axis in the next chapter. For the time being, it is sufficient to look at 
the limits of Turkish power by examining briefly three issues: first, 
the clash between Turkish and Russian interests in the Caspian 
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region; second, how the US is inclined to use Turkey in the greater 
Middle East; third, how Turkey's economic problems affect the 
country's general performance and image projection. 

To start with, we should make it as clear as possible that Turkey's 
interest in the post-Soviet republics surrounding the Caspian, or in 
the Balkans, was not, and is not, based simply on the linguistic or 
ethnic affinities it enjoys with those republics. In point of fact, 
Turkey has tried to capitalise on the ethno-linguistic factor in order 
to exploit the region's resources, thus meeting 'its increasing energy 
requirements'P^or as Bulent Aras put it: 

[Turkey has hoped] to find guaranteed access to vital energy 
resources, lucrative oil transport revenues, and new markets for 
Turkish goods, especially in Azerbaijan, Turkmenistan, and 
Kazakhstan. It has been estimated that Turkey will have to import 
roughly 55 million tons of oil annually by the year 2010 to 
maintain the present course of its economic development)^ 

Thus, with regard to the Caspian region, the country's policy has 
been straightforward. As well as wanting to construct and make eco- 
nomically viable the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline, Turkey has viewed the 
building of a gas pipeline between the Caspian littoral state of Turk- 
menistan and Anatolia as of paramount importance. This project 
aims at bypassing 'alternative routes such as the Russian "Blue 
Stream" project - dubbed "Blue Dream” by critics - to transport 
natural gas to Turkey underneath the Black SeaP^l i n this context, 
Turkey did not hesitate to antagonise the Russians in the 1990s, by 
supporting the Chechens, and also by siding with the Azeris in their 
conflict with Armenia for control over energy resources and 
Nagorno-Karabach. In this, the US offered Turkey no assistance, as it 
could not jeopardise its developing relationship with Russia for the 
sake of the projection of Turkish influence in the Caspian region. 
Moreover, Turkey received support from the US in the mid-1990s 
regarding the Baku-Ceyhan project, but not in its conflict with 
Moscow over the Turkmenistan- Anatolia gas pipelined But even in 
the case of the Baku-Ceyhan project, the US could not throw its 
whole weight behind Turkey, because that would have entailed 
alienation of Russia. Meliha Altunisik has commented on the issue 
as follows: 
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After intense diplomatic efforts, in January 1995, the US 
government declared its support for a 'pipeline through Turkey' 
[the Baku-Ceyhan project]. However, this idea was presented in a 
general framework of US policy of 'multiple pipelines'. The US 
government did not want to alienate Russia altogether. On the 
other hand, for economic and political reasons Washington did 
not want one country to control the tap. This became the 
cornerstone of US policy throughout the 'pipeline politics'. At 
times the US government put pressure on the Turkish government 
to negotiate with Russia as wellPS 

Admittedly, there is much more to the issue of Turkey-US relations, 
which induced Turkey to produce an uninspiring and confusing 
foreign policy. For example, BP's new role in the operation of the 
pipeline in autumn 2002 and the determination of the US to assist 
the project and the three countries involved (Azerbaijan, Georgia, 
Turkey), served the need of the US to win over Turkey against 
Saddam's regime in Iraq. At the same time, the US was offering an 
alternative source of energy for Georgia, which is heavily dependent 
on Russia. In the end, the way in which the US has used Turkey and 
other regional and ethnic actors in the greater Middle Eastern theatre 
has created several grievances on the part of both Turkey and the EU. 

Turkey has vested interests in developing good relations with both 
Iran and Iraq, an attitude viewed very positively by the EiPSllraq is 
Turkey's third largest trading partner and its largest oil supplier. Yet 
the US put pressure on Turkey to accept a possible American-led 
bombing of Iraq after September 11. Moreover, the US, in its effort 
to liquidate Saddam's regime, renewed its contacts with Kurdish 
political factions in Northern Iraq in order to use them against 
Saddam. In return, the US promised guaranteed autonomy to the 
Iraqi Kurds, but Turkey strongly opposed this and it would probably 
have little choice but to deploy troops in Northern Iraq in order to 
prevent the possible formation of a breakaway Kurdish state, 
following Saddam's fall. Understandably, Turkey fears that the 
autonomy of Iraqi Kurds would encourage the Kurds in Turkey to 
unite with their Iraqi brethren, breaking up Turkey and creating a 
greater Kurdistan. Turkey had also raised objections to the US 
suggestion to lead the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) 
in Afghanistan, in case the force was to be established there perma- 
nently. Turkey's attitude in this instance has greatly upset the US. 
The US tends to see post-Cold War Turkey as no more than a 'key 
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front-line stated-!) in the project of aggression against clerical Iran 
and Iraq, in order to secure influence of, and control over undisci- 
plined oil-producing states and subregions in the greater Middle East. 
This Turkish 'front-line' role might be negated if Iran and/or Iraq 
adopted a pro-American posture, but this is not the case for the time 
beinjJP^All in all, the US balancing act between Russia and Turkey, 
coupled with the pressure the US has exercised on Turkey in relation 
to Iran and Iraq, has induced Turkey to produce an inconsistent 
foreign policy output, which is arguably confusing and causes 
embarrassment to the EU. But there are also some other issues that 
cannot be ignored. 

Turkey is viewed by both the EU and the US as having a constantly 
ailing economy: witness endemic inflation; a huge public debt and 
deficit; a weak banking sector; high interest rates; negative rate of 
industrial production; and an unstable current account. Further- 
more, nearly 45 per cent of its population is employed in agriculture 
and the economy is still predominately run by the state. Turkey has 
been in constant need of IMF injections of funds in order to stave off 
economic and monetary crises. These economic constraints put a 
huge strain on Turkey's resources and have made it enormously 
difficult to provide the aid she promised to the Turkic states of the 
Caucasus and the CaspianP^lln addition, the IMF imposes further 
neo-liberal conditions on Turkey to carry out the reforms required 
(e.g. increase the pace of privatisation) and this widens the gap 
between the bulk of the poor masses of Anatolia and the middle-to- 
upper-middle classes. 

Yet it is not quite right to talk of Turkey as being a homogeneous 
socio-economic zone, with the class cleavages somewhat propor- 
tionally spread out in Anatolia. Western Turkey and Eastern Turkey 
are two different worlds, much more so than is the case, for example, 
mutatis mutandis, in the split between Italy's industrial North and 
underdeveloped South. In particular, and because of the predomi- 
nately Kurdish character of the region, Turkey's South-east has been 
wholly neglected by the state's social and economic policiesPD 

The EU's concern with regard to Turkey's poor human rights 
record is partly rhetoric, disguising Europe's and Germany's strategic 
calculations, and partly reality, reflecting a serious problem of the 
Turkish polity. In any case, it is an issue inextricably linked to those 
of Liberal Democracy and security: the Turkish military elite's way of 
handling those issues creates more problems for Europe and Turkey 
itself than it solves. 
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The prevailing view within the Turkish Kemalist establishment is 
that the country's unity can be preserved through the prevention of 
the expression of social, religious and ethnic pluralism at the 
political, legal and ideological levels. Beyond the fact that this runs 
against the EU's 1993 Copenhagen political criteria, the EU has no 
vested interest in accepting a semi-authoritarian Turkey in its ranks, 
as it might endanger its internal security balance. By extension, the 
US, under Germany's influence, seems to be reluctant also to accept 
the possibility of a critical destabilisation of the EU on the way to its 
eastward enlargement, by pushing the EU to incorporate the prob- 
lematic mosaic of Turkey. The EU/German position has been a 
straightforward Liberal Democratic one: Turkey's democratisation 
prior to accession would peacefully defuse domestic tensions; as a 
democratic polity it would be able to absorb class, ethnic and 
religious cleavages, thus politically integrating the pronounced post- 
Cold War dynamism of Turkish society. The EU has assessed that by 
admitting Turkey, as it is, or with minimal improvements, it might 
put in jeopardy its political and economic security. Moreover, EU 
member states have not agreed to the transfer of the IMF's obligation 
towards Turkey onto the EU's regional and structural funds, and 
France in particular has objected to the dismemberment of the 
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which is bound to happen with 
the entry of Turkey. Furthermore, accepting Turkey as it is, or 'on its 
own terms', would create a wholly negative precedent in the conduct 
of the acquis. 

The EU's 'democratisation stance' in the 1990s was primarily led 
by Germany, mainly because of the conflicting nature of 
German/Turkish interests in the Balkans and the Black Sea region. 
In addition, there were/are certain, rather unfounded, fears that a 
European Turkey would exacerbate the strain on Germany's 
economy via labour-driven immigration from Turke^ES'lo these two 
reasons, one could add the reluctance of the ruling CDU-CSU 
coalition under Helmut Kohl to accept Turkey as a member of the 
EU, a reluctance that the post- 1998/99 cabinet of the SPD-led 
coalition under Gerhard Schroeder did not share. 

In any event, the Turkish military, at times backed by anti- 
modernising class factions dependent on the state machine, has 
tended to resist the EU's and Germany's 'democratisation stance'. 
This, inter alia, has been due to a self-serving assumption that 
Turkey's military might, fully assisted by the US, possesses such capa- 
bilities that it could successfully conduct wars, if need be, on two and 
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one-half different front.CSDThe army has thus been able to take risks 
by undertaking independent and even provocative actions, either in 
order to create fait accomplis and/or to restore domestic stability, 
and/or to legitimise the political position of specific elites. In this 
context, the military can be seen as a player that not only anchors 
the cohesion of the Turkish polity, but also as a body that directly 
exercises foreign and domestic policies, without the democratic and 
deterring mediation of political classes and diplomatic services. 

From this perspective, it is no accident that Turkey has been eager 
to resort to a display of power and determination towards Greece 
and Cyprus in order to defuse organic domestic crises. For example, 
PM Tansu Ciller, in an attempt to reinforce her political position after 
inconclusive elections in December 1995, appealed to Turkish 
nationalism by disembarking Turkish journalists and commandos 
on the Greek Aegean islets of Imia, who took down the Greek flag. 
Both countries swiftly began amassing their fleets in the Aegean, and 
the crisis was finally defused after personal intervention from the US 
President Clinton, with both parties agreeing to leave the islets 
without a national symbol (the drawing of 'grey zones' in the 
Aegean). On the one hand, this episode, the worst between Greece 
and Turkey since 1987, was a troubling reminder of Turkey's 
domestic problems, rather than a bad foreign policy test for the 
newly formed Greek cabinet under the 'Third Way' Social 
Democratic leadership of Costas Simitis (January-February 1996). 
On the other, it irritated the US leadership, because a Greek-Turkish 
confrontation in the wake of the Dayton accords, which had just 
stopped the war in Bosnia, was rightly viewed as nonsensicalPZI 

The US and the 'Turkish Pivot' 

Despite the fact that the US seems to be officially supporting the 
main tenets of EU and German policy towards Turkey, it neverthe- 
less adopts an essentially different approach on how to solve the 
'Turkish Question', particularly with regard to the issue of democra- 
tisation of the Turkish polity. According to the US, the 
democratisation of Turkey is a matter of it becoming an EU member, 
and not of it being left outside the 'club', achieving Western 
standards of Liberal Democracy prior to membership. As Turkey is 
America's fundamental geo-political pivot in the Near East, the US 
maintains that it is the EU institutional framework that should 
resolve Turkey's problems, and not Turkey itself. 'Turkey is a critical 
geo-political pivot', Sbigniew Brzezinski observed, but at the same 
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time it 'confronts serious domestic problems and its capacity for 
effecting major regional shifts in the distribution of power is 
limited'll This strategic assessment fosters the US notion that EU 
membership for Turkey would enhance US leverage over Turkey's 
and Europe's affairs and, by extension, over the greater Middle East. 
Sabri Sayari, Executive Director of the Institute for Turkish Studies 
at Georgetown University in Washington, saw it as follows: 

From Washington's perspective, Turkey remains an important ally 
with a strategic role in a number of regional problems that 
concern American national interests. These include the Gulf and 
Eastern Mediterranean contigencies, stability in the Balkans and 
the Caucasus, and Caspian energy development. As a result of the 
perceived continued importance of Turkey for US national 
interests and foreign policy objectives, Washington supports 
Turkey's bid to become a full EU member, promotes Turkey's desire 
to have one of the main pipelines for the transport of Azeri oil to 
the Western markets [the Ceyhan-Baku project], and seeks to 
expand investment and trade ties with TurkejP^ 

Yet there are some other important reasons why the US wants Turkey 
to become an EU member 'as soon as possible'. 

Turkey's EU membership is considered by the US to be a way of 
decoupling Islamic fundamentalism from mainstream Turkish 
politics. As the Turkish ethno-linguistic zone extends from the 
Caucasus to China, Turkey, inter alia, can project a modern and 
secular image of Islam that helps the US to isolate Islamic funda- 
mentalist notions, particularly after September 1 1 . However, as we 
saw earlier, this policy takes on confrontational geo-political 
dimensions with regard to clerical Iran and Iraq, and both Turkey 
and the EU are reluctant to endorse it. There has already been an 
understanding between Turkey and the EU against the US stance of 
seeing Turkey as a 'front-line state' of aggression. Thus, Graham 
Fuller's assertion that, in their relations with Turkey, 'Washington is 
driven nearly exclusively by geo-political and strategic considera- 
tions' whereas Europe 'by several more concrete considerations', is 
mainly correctC-ED 

However, a strengthening of US-Turkey ties through Turkey's EU 
membership is only one strategic aspect among many others. Along 
broad lines, in fact, two scenarios might possibly unfold. In the first 
place, and with Turkey as a member, the US might be in a position to 
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play both Turkey and the UK off against Germany/the EU in Middle 
Eastern and Central Asian matters. This may well be combined with 
the use of the Israeli pivot, turning realities in Western Eurasia and the 
Mediterranean against a possible German/French/Italian stance. In 
such a scenario, the Russian and the Chinese factors would hold the 
key, as they would be tempted to endorse either a US-led alliance or 
a continental/European one. In any event, however, the US would 
do everything possible to ensure a stronger policy card against a 
possible Franco-German front if Turkey becomes an EU member. But 
there is a counter-scenario to this. 

A European Turkey may well weaken the Turkish-Israeli axis and 
induce a closer partnership between Germany, France and Turkey, 
thus disqualifying the leverage of the US over Turkey. The creation 
of such a bloc may also draw Israel into the equation, swiftly 
producing an even more positive understanding between the EU and 
the Arab states. This understanding, coupled with the economic 
projection of the euro in Middle Eastern deals over oil and other 
energy resources, would completely undermine US economic power 
thertPH'I he US is the world's biggest debtor, but its debt is denom- 
inated in dollars. The US economy would be very vulnerable 'if a 
significant proportion of Middle East oil revenues were switched to 
another currency P2I In this context, the EU-US battle for influence 
over Turkey must be viewed as truly open and of paramount 
importance, with an outcome that cannot be predicted. 

The special understanding between the US and Turkey with regard 
to the Near and the Middle East has always been based on the 
principle of unbalanced reciprocity. Turkey offers ample rewards to the 
US for the latter's economic, military and political support. Turkey's 
backing of the US war policy in the Gulf in the early 1990s cost 
Turkey the 'closure of the oil pipeline from Iraq, together with the 
loss of Middle East trade, [which is] estimated to have cost Turkey 
up to $9 billion in lost revenue^] Throughout the 1990s, the US 
used the Turkish air bases of Incirlik and Diyarbakir for its daily 
military operations against Iraqi targets. The US also used these air 
bases, together with the UK's bases in Dekhelia and Akrotiri/Episkopi 
in Cyprus, during their campaign in Afghanistan in 2001-02. Nev- 
ertheless, and despite the initiation at the Baku-Ceyhan project, 
Turkey, along with Jordan and other Middle Eastern States, was 
reluctant to endure a new fully-fledged campaign against IraqES 
Given that a major US attack against Iraq should not be excluded 
after September 11, Incirlik, Diyarbakir, as well as the UK's Cyprus 
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bases assume particular military and intelligence significance. There 
are also various joint economic ventures between Turkey and the US, 
and Turkey is one of the largest recipients of US military equipment. 

The special understanding between the US and Turkey also 
concerns the balancing and the containment of Russia in the 
Caucasus and the Caspian. Although the US has been reluctant to 
extend support to Turkey's anti-Russian policy in Chechnya and 
Azerbaijan, Turkey acts as a deterrent to possible Russian projections, 
which may threaten American interests in the Caspian and the 
Caucasus. Moreover, encouraged by the US, Turkey has managed to 
strengthen ties with Ukraine, a key country in the very security zone 
of Russia that the US wants fully on its side. In June 1997, Turkey 
signed an agreement with Ukraine 'for the construction of a pipeline 
between the port of Ceyhan on Turkey's Mediterranean coast and its 
Black Sea port of Samsun'. Among other things, this 'pipeline could 
help Ukraine reduce its dependence on Russian oilCUJ'I he US indeed 
views the post-Cold War Turkey as a country with a multidimen- 
sional 'front-line' role covering the Caspian-Middle East-Balkan arc. 
But partly because of the geo-political weight Russia and China carry 
for the US, and partly because of Turkish economic sluggishness 
and/or Turkish interests in Iraq, Iran and Middle Eastern trade, this 
Turkish role is severely constrained. 

This set of constraints notwithstanding, the post-Cold War 
multidimensional 'front-line' role assigned to Turkey by the US 
appears to have benefited the co-operation between the two 
countries on the basis of the same principle of 'unbalanced reci- 
procity'. Since the early 1990s, US-Turkey relations 'have been 
increasingly de-coupled from Greek-Turkish relations'?^] For 
example, the US no longer links military aid to Turkey with a viable 
and lasting solution to the Cyprus issue. Moreover, in 2002, Turkey 
completed a successful agreement with the US and the UK over the 
EU's Security and Defence Identity (ESDI). To Greece's chagrin, 
Turkey has managed to exclude from ESDI operations the tension 
zones of Cyprus and the AegearPZlln return, Turkey agreed to let the 
EU use NATO assets based in Turkey. The US has thus achieved a 
major objective, that is the dependence of the EU Rapid Reaction 
Force on NATO assets, while at the same time Turkey has safeguarded 
its own national interests at the expense of GreeceP^ Although the 
whole affair remains unresolved at EU level at the time of writing, 
the fact is that the decoupling method tends to disfavour Greece and 
the EU's political role in Central Asia and the Middle East. 
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Summing up the Realist Game 

It is appropriate now, before entering into a discussion of Cyprus' 
EU prospects, to reinforce and expand the set of concluding remarks 
put forward in the previous chapters. The US pursues its policy in 
the Balkans and the Middle East by aggressively expanding its Cold 
War strategic framework of security and defence principles. A great 
achievement of US policy since the Cold War has been the 'reunifi- 
cation' of the Balkans and the Near East for planning, strategic and 
economic purposes. However, this 'reunification' was achieved 
through the 're-division' of the Balkans and the new post-Soviet 
republics of East-Central Europe between Germany, Russia and the 
US, under the aegis of the latter. Hence the US support to Germany's 
eastward drive via the enlargement of the EU. 

The Cold War notion of a 'Northern Tier' tends thus towards 
becoming Western Eurasia's thick strategic belt surrounding Russia 
and China. Although Iran has been absent from the chain's rattling 
equation since 1979, Afghanistan and other crucial Middle Eastern 
states and subregions have been fully restored to American interests, 
at least since the Gulf War. True, there are also other disobedient 
actors in the greater Middle East, such as Iraq, Syria and Libya, but 
substantial progress has already been made towards achieving the 
key objectives: the encircling of Russia and China; the control over 
energy pipeline projects; and the elimination of hostile competitors. 
The US is aiming at achieving a settlement in the greater Middle East 
similar to that achieved in the Balkans: namely the 're-division' of 
the region between itself and the key Eurasian actors under US 
hegemony. During the Cold War, particularly when encountering 
the nationalism of Nasser, the Arab-Israeli conflict, Europe's 
pronounced antagonism, the Cyprus conflict and the USSR's military 
might, the US experienced far greater problems in controlling the 
Middle Eastern game than it does today. 

In the light of this, European Greece and NATO Turkey are still 
significant pawns on the Near Eastern chessboard and they continue 
to be considered by the US as a united geo-strategic bloc. Similarly, 
both countries are viewed as factors of stability in the wider zone 
stretching from the Black Sea and the Balkans, to the Eastern 
Mediterranean and the Caucasus. The Aegean remains a key inter- 
national sea route and Greek-Turkish friendship is seen by the US as 
a vital precondition for the avoidance of hostilities, and thus the 
avoidance of the disruption of sea trade, pipeline projects and FIRs 
(flight information regions). 
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In continuity with its Cold War policy, the US wants a permanent 
and lasting solution to the Cyprus issue, as long as this solution 
satisfies both Greece and Turkey in the framework of NATO and the 
EU. In the same vein, however, Turkey continues to be seen as 
strategically more important than Greece, a conclusion which can 
be drawn from a number of factors. These factors include the US 
attitude towards episodes of confrontation between Greece and 
Turkey in the Aegean and Cyprus since 1974; continued IMF and 
World Bank support to Turkey, despite various Turkish defaults; and 
the US backing of Turkey in various European fora pressing the EU 
to offer Turkey full membership (see next chapter). In addition, post- 
September 11 events have upgraded further Turkey's pivotal 
geo-political role. 

But Turkey's regional geo-strategic primacy, today as in the past, 
is not a quasi-unaltered structural condition. As we have seen, and 
as we shall establish in more detail below, there have been serious 
disagreements between Turkey and the US, on the one hand, and 
between the EU and the US over Turkey's geo-political role and 
domestic problems, on the other. Moreover, in the institutionalised 
framework of NATO and the EU, the US tends to see Germany as 
more important than Turkey in the overall Western Eurasian 
chessboard. In this respect, Turkey is forced to refine its foreign 
policy according to changing political circumstances. Similarly, the 
outcome of the Greek-Turkish antagonism can only be seen as a 
result of successful pursuance of economic, political and defence 
diplomacy by all parties concerned, as well as of other regional 
variables in Western Eurasia, rather than as a predetermined result 
based on abstract geo-strategic considerations. I would argue that 
Greece has diagnosed Germany's importance for the US in Western 
Eurasia and, because of this, it plays the Cyprus game in the EU very 
cleverly and tactfully. 

When balancing Turkey's problematic linkages between domestic 
and foreign affairs, on the one hand, with the country's strategic 
contribution to the US Eurasian policy on the other, the superpower 
opts in favour of supporting the Turkish pivot in the Near East. Time 
and again, this should be seen as a result of successful bargaining at 
politico-military and economic levels between Turkey, EU states and 
the US, and not as an a priori set decision based solely on Turkey's 
structural geo-strategic primacy in the greater Middle East. Further- 
more, as it will become clearer below, Turkey is not more important 
than Germany, both in Western Eurasia and in global terms. Turkey 
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is thus forced to make a number of compromises, most of which 
reflect the power and political volition of the EU states and Germany 
in various international fora. For example, under pressure both from 
the EU and US, Turkey agreed to launch a courageous process of 
political and economic reforms. Although wholly incomplete by 
European standards as, for example, broadcasting in Kurdish was 
actually forbidden by the existing broadcasting law, the reforms 
launched in 2001-02 were definitely a sign of good will and are 
bound to deepen during the course of the next decadeP^ Moreover, 
and despite the fact that Turkey's political class is rather careless 
about regional and class cleavages, Turkey bargains successfully with 
the US over IMF handouts. 

The primary objective of the US pro-European stance regarding 
the accession of Turkey is geo-strategic. Turkey has the second largest 
standing army in NATO and manages to strengthen its military 
position in the neuralgic zone of the Balkans and the Middle East. 
Additionally, by bringing Turkey into the EU 'as quickly as possible', 
the US would be able to exercise additional pressure on Turkey for 
the support of its policies against 'rogue states' in the Middle East. 
Although the US has not supported Turkey at the expense of Russia 
in the Caucasus and the Caspian regions, the fact is that the Turkish 
Eurasian East can still be used as a crucial deterrent against any 
unwanted pro-Russian or even pro-Chinese developments in the 
areaP^In this respect, mutatis mutandis, it is not an exaggeration to 
assume that the US seems to be considering Turkey as the Germany 
of the Middle East. 

The secondary, but equally important, objective of the US is 
economic. As outlined earlier, the US and the UK are the strongest 
supporters of Turkey joining the EU as huge amounts of IMF cash 
now pouring into Turkey will be replaced by the EU’s regional and 
structural funds. No matter that Turkey's entry will totally destroy 
the EU's crippling Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). This is a worry 
of the French, the Greek and, in the context of eastward enlarge- 
ment, of the Polish farmer, but not of the US or the UK. After all, the 
US has been arguing since the early 1960s against the CAP, as it has 
created a protection shield against American exporters, restricting 
their access to Europe's agricultural market. 

EU states, led by Germany and Greece, have since the mid-1990s 
emphasised the imperative of Turkey's democratisation prior to its 
accession. This demand has been bound up with the issues of 
Turkey's poor human rights record, the leading position of its 
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military in the political system (a 'military democracy'pB and other 
matters of economic (a developing economy) and political (the 
Kurdish issue, the Cyprus issue) security, all of which are interlinked. 
It appears that the EU wants to standardise Turkey's economy and 
polity in accordance with its norms, and then accept Turkey as a 
member, thus facilitating the incorporation of a large country into 
its structures without major aftershocks. On the contrary, and in 
order to serve its geo-strategic purposes, the US has declared Turkey's 
EU membership as a condition sine qua non for its democratisation. 

Having said this, I would argue that the US struggle for mastery in 
the Balkans and the greater Middle East today, as well as the 
particular strategic importance attributed to Turkey, should be seen 
as an extension of the US's victorious Cold War strategy. This 
assessment, however, is subject to periodical revisions according to 
the changing diplomatic and geo-political balance of force. In this 
rounded equation Turkey cannot and does not supersede Germany's geo- 
strategic importance in the overall West Eurasian belt. 

We can now shed further light on the issue of Cyprus-EU relations 
viewed in the wider strategic context of Eurasia, thus exemplifying, 
among other things, the strategic primacy of Germany in 
comparison to Turkey. 


6 Eurasian Gambles Over 
Cyprus' EU Prospects 


Over the years, a plethora of strategic analysts and historians, with 
or without expertise on the Cyprus issue, have arguably recognised 
the crucial role of international factors on the Cypriot domestic 
political stage. By and large, their rationale has been based chiefly 
on the geo-political location of the island in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean, overlooking the Middle East and the Suez Canal. Myriad top 
secret declassified documents have shed light on the linkages 
between the island's strategic site and the geo-political considera- 
tions of foreign and security analysts of superpowers in the greater 
Middle EaslP^The ruling classes representing the (majority) Greeks 
and the (minority) Muslims - later Turkish Cypriots - on the island 
were periodically, and rather cleverly, manipulated by far more 
powerful, exogenous actors. Thus, in modern history, if Cyprus came 
to be under the grip of the dominant power in the Eastern Mediter- 
ranean, this was mainly so because it was seen as a launching pad 
towards the domination of oil and gas producing regions. Had the 
declining Ottoman Empire been fully aware of the long-term 
strategic significance of this oil potential, it would perhaps have 
never leased Cyprus to Britain in 1878. Greece had its chances 
between 1912 and 1922, but its warships, although good at laying a 
grip on the Aegean islands, could not project power deeper into the 
Eastern Mediterranean. Had Greece been able during the Balkans 
wars, or soon thereafter, to do so, guaranteeing the security of 
Britain's communication lines, Lloyd George's Britain would not 
have objected to this as long as a reasonable quid pro quo was offered 
on the part of GreecePl 

Arguably then, bar the study of Soviet policy toward Cyprus^we 
do indeed possess a remarkable number of scholarly works on the 
international and strategic aspects of the Cyprus issue focusing on the 
period stretching from between the wars up to the 1970s. Regrettably 
though, despite the widely held view that the Cyprus issue remains 
perhaps one of the most intractable politico-strategic affairs in inter- 
national relations today, this has not led contemporary students of 
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Cyprus-EU relations to seriously advance their analyses beyond a 
mere acknowledgement of this fact. What do we mean by that? 

There is a lack of published material focusing on the international 
dynamics and strategic aspects of Cyprus-EU relations. At best, con- 
temporary analysts of Cyprus-EU relations peripheralise the Eurasian 
and even the Near Eastern dimension of the issue, focusing instead 
on institutional aspects of the discussion and/or on themes 
concerning the 'structural adjustment' of Cypriot economy and 
society according to the norms of the EUCSAt worst - unfortunately, 
this is the largest group of commentators - they tend to become 
hostage to describing scenarios and contingencies applicable in the 
event of either Greece or Turkey turning out to be dissatisfied with 
the EU's policy in solving the Cyprus issue via the island's accessionC-D 
In sum, when we engage ourselves with analyses concerning 
EU-Cyprus relations, we usually come to realise that they brush aside 
crucial geo-strategic dimensions of the Cyprus issue, dimensions 
which occupy a key position in the US's and EU's economic, foreign 
and security policies. 

I argue that we need to have a sound understanding of the 
strategic context within which Cyprus' European gamble is located 
in order to pronounce confidently upon its EU prospects. I thus 
locate Cyprus in the global dynamic context of US and EU policies 
in Eurasia and in the regional context of the greater Middle East, 
mainly focusing upon the post-Cold War period. The requirement is 
to decipher the parameters and the linkages of the balance of power 
in the Eurasian region, and in its Near Eastern subregion, to which 
Cyprus belongs. The analytical framework I attempt to construct on 
this issue, in order to situate Cyprus' multidimensional geo-politics, 
is that the US considers its strategic partnership with Germany and 
France as more important than that with Turkey. Further, that if the 
US were forced to choose - in terms of their functional primacy in 
the Western Eurasian theatre - between an Atlantic Germany leading 
the EU's eastward enlargement and Turkey, then the superpower 
would opt for Germany. Although never officially declared, I am 
inclined to believe that Greece's gamble that it would block EU 
enlargement if Cyprus is not admitted to the EU, is almost entirely 
placed within the remit of this strategic assessment^] 

Subsequently, I examine more closely Cyprus' European perspec- 
tive by focusing on the political positions of both sides, Greek and 
Turkish Cypriot alike, and trying to diagnose the strategic reasoning 
that underpins their positions. I argue that Greece and the Republic 
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of Cyprus have employed the EU/Germany diplomatic card in the 
background and the legal card up front, as Turkey has lacked 
legitimate grounds since 1963-4 to defend its claims and politico- 
military position in Cyprus. Turkey, on the contrary, has counted on 
its own regional geo-strategic primacy and military superiority, with 
almost all other arguments put forward being epiphenomena of its 
strong geo-political dimension, in order to buy time. My overall 
tentative assessment is that Cyprus' European membership was 
bound to hang on a positive diplomatic and strategic balance in the 
1990s and early 2000s, meaning that Cyprus' European gamble may 
well produce a final settlement on the island. This would represent 
a major achievement for the EU, in that it would reaffirm a strong 
foreign policy stance, which differs in substance from that of Turkey 
and the US. 

However, the perspective of a just and lasting solution to the 
Cyprus issue via the EU factor may be thwarted, because in current 
affairs we cannot predict the degree of tactful defence, economic and 
political diplomacy that each party will pursue. Nor can we forsee 
the ways in which the Iraqi crisis would impact upon the diplomatic 
bargaining power of all actors concerned, that is to say, first and 
foremost, Turkey. Thus, ceteris paribus, and as things stood in the 
early 2000s, Cyprus' EU membership was to take place with or 
without a solution to the island's de facto division. This much we 
know. Going beyond that, entails falling into line with conjectures 
that are wholly alarmist and highly speculative. But stepping 
backwards, means confining ourselves to an analysis of the official 
reports and statements of the parties involved, thus remaining on 
the surface of things. 

EU-Cyprus Relations and Germany's Primacy 

Our analyses so far indicate the geo-strategic primacy of Turkey in 
respect of the position of Greece and Cyprus, but not with regard to 
that of the EU and/or Germany and Greece put together. As 
Brzezinski argues authoritatively, Germany, in the first place, and 
France are 'the Eurasian bridgehead(s) for American power and the 
potential springboard for the democratic global system's expansion 
into Eurasia'. 7 We have also argued that the US post-Cold War policy 
and strategic evaluation of the Near East are but an extension of its 
Cold War notions. No major strategic break between the US Cold 
War and post-Cold War policy occurred with regard to Eurasia and 
its Near and Middle Eastern subregions. All geo-political actors have 
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behaved within the remit of the transfiguration of the new balance 
of power in the 1990s and the US has proceeded with a necessary 
revision of its guiding Cold War strategic principles. But this revision 
was neither a break with the past nor a radical U-turn marked by 
events, such as would be, for instance, the abolition of NATO. The 
new post-Cold War setting was thus as follows: the US was the victor, 
united European Germany and China became stronger, and Russia 
was the loser. In the 1990s, the Balkans were to be 're-divided' not 
between the USSR/Russia and the US/West as in the 1940s, but 
between the US, Germany and Russia under the paramount 
supremacy of the former. The US is seeking to achieve a similar 
settlement in Central Asia and the Middle East, efforts that have 
been intensified, particularly after September 11. The US has 
extended/expanded its Cold War hegemonic policies, it has not 
abandoned them. 

Germany has been the driving force behind the EU's eastward 
enlargement and France behind its southward Mediterranean and 
Middle Eastern projection. First proposed by the Italians in 1989, a 
Conference on Security and Co-operation in the Mediterranean 
(CSCM) was modelled on the Conference/Organisation of/for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and was placed under 
French leadership. Other South European countries joined in the 
French-Italian chorus, as well as 'North African countries, Turkey, 
Jordan, the PLO [Palestine Liberation Organisation] and the Labour 
Party leadership in Israeli This project evolved into the Euro- 
Mediterranean Conference in Barcelona in November 1995, which 
produced a more concrete partnership programme, providing for a 
'Euro-Med' free trade area by 2010 and an increase in EU aid to the 
regionP^Overall, the French idea is that 'free trade and more aid will 
enhance stability and prosperity on the Southern and Eastern 
Mediterranean rim, foster cross-border trade within that region, 
underpin the Middle East peace process, and help advance pluralism 
in a region where authoritarian government is the norm G2I The 
'Euro-Med' project created another point of friction between 
France/EU and the US. The Americans were not invited to attend the 
Barcelona Conference and they had 'organised almost at the same 
time a Middle East/North Africa economic summit in Amman, 
Jordan (which Syria refused to attend), to which an impressive mix 
of industrialists, financiers and officials were invitedOU 

Brzezinski concedes that as a percentage of overall budget 
Germany's contribution to the EU is 28.5 per cent, to NATO 22.8 per 
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cent and to the UN 8.93 per cent. In addition, Germany is the largest 
shareholder in the World Bank and the EBRD (European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development) - the latter being substantially 
involved in the EU's Stability Pact for the reconstruction of the 
Balkanf^l Germany is a global economic power and the politico- 
economic locomotive of the EU. Strategically positioned at the heart 
of Europe, Germany's Southern flank is safeguarded by the position 
of friendly Austria and their joint influence in the Balkans; its 
Eastern rims through Poland, Hungary, Romania and Ukraine; and 
its Western zone through its on-and-off partnership/understanding 
with France. Germany's leadership of the EU's eastward enlargement 
is bound up with concrete geo-strategic considerations and is based 
on a notion of political federalism modelled after Germany's own. It 
is this notion of political federalism that the US wants to deter. 

Britain is not a major geo-strategic player in Europe, but it is of 
great significance in the context of its Commonwealth position and 
its military attachment to the US concerning military operations and 
energy business in the greater Middle East. The geo-strategic posi- 
tioning of Greece, Turkey and Cyprus has remained structurally 
unaltered for the US in the Near Eastern theatre. More to the point, 
Cyprus' geo-strategic significance has not been downgraded since 
the end of the Cold War and its merchant fleet enjoys the sixth 
largest registry in the world. 'The accession of Cyprus to the EU', 
Communications and Works Minister Averof Neophytou pointed 
out in April 2002, 'would boost the EU's shipping fleet by 25 per 
cent, increasing the EU’s share of world shipping from 16 to 20 per 
centpAl Moreover, in 2001-02, Cyprus and Syria advanced the con- 
struction of an under-sea natural gas pipeline. Although the $200 
million project was delayed due to problems in the construction of 
a pipeline from Egypt to Syria, through which gas supplies destined 
for Cyprus would be pumped, the construction of the pipeline would 
enable Cyprus to export surplus gas to West European marketsU-d 
Cyprus is a real asset and an invaluable geo-strategic bridge 
connecting Europe and the Middle East. The EU has both political 
and economic interests in allowing an independent and united 
Cyprus to enter its ranks. 

But all the points made above amount to saying that the Turkish 
pivot is disqualified in the face of Germany's and France's eastward 
and Mediterranean drives respectively, and that the US has no 
intention whatsoever of jeopardising the EU's enlargement in 
Western Eurasia for Turkey's sake. But this is conditional upon the 
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US-UK logic of enlargement, that is 'enlarging the EU without fed- 
eralising it'. Yet as every strategic assessment is subject to changes 
according to shifting diplomatic, economic and power relations, we 
can only put forward and examine the practical validity of the 
following proposition. The terms under which the Cyprus issue may be 
solved by the EU factor are conditioned by the changing strategic and 
diplomatic terrain between EU states and the US in Western Eurasia, that 
is the area stretching from Turkey's Caucasian borders to Germany's Baltic 
and Ukrainian frontiers. 

We cannot afford to discuss here the possibility of Cyprus being 
left outside the next EU enlargement. Nor we can confine ourselves 
to predicting scenarios about the possible reaction of Greece or 
Turkey in case one of them turns out to be dissatisfied over Cyprus' 
European prospects. As made clear earlier, we cannot limit our 
discussion to this sort of exercise. This is primarily because a politi- 
cally responsible decision has been taken on the part of the EU, that 
the internationally recognised Republic of Cyprus will join the 'club', 
regardless of whether a solution to the island's de facto division is 
found before accession. And the US, although it put forward some 
important qualifications, has acquiesced in this. Let us give a brief 
historical summary of EU-Cyprus relations by raising aspects of the 
relational cleavage between Germany/EU, on the one hand, and the 
US/Turkey on the other. In doing so, we shall also become aware of 
the fact that the EU/Germany are not mere foreign policy pawns in 
the hands of the US, particularly when important geo-political 
interests affecting Eurasian postures are at stake. 

When Britain - Cyprus' largest market - joined the EEC in 1973, 
Cyprus managed to establish an Association Agreement with the 
Economic Communities in the same year. The Agreement was instru- 
mental in providing for a customs union, which was to be 
accomplished in two consecutive stages. However, due to the 
disruption caused by the Turkish invasions, the second stage 
commenced only after 1988. This stage was in turn split into two 
phases and the whole process was scheduled for completion by 2003. 

On July 4, 1990 the Republic of Cyprus submitted its formal appli- 
cation to join the Communities as a full member. The Europeans, 
aware of the problem, nominated an observer to register possible 
problems and issues raised during the talks between the Greek and 
Turkish Cypriot leaderships. At the European Council meeting in 
Corfu in June 1993, when Greece was holding the EU's rotating 
presidency, the EU took a further step, putting on an equal footing 
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the membership of Cyprus with that of East-Central European states. 
This alarmed Turkey and the US, but they were both somewhat 
mollified soon after that, as a customs union agreement between 
Turkey and the EU began to loom large. In a masterly deal crafted 
between the EU, Greece and Turkey under the auspices of the US 
(February-March 1995), the EU went much further and declared that 
entry negotiations with Cyprus could commence six months after 
the Amsterdam IGC of 1996. At the same time Turkey signed a 
customs union agreement with the EUP-3 

But perhaps the most important of all decisions taken, was that 
at the Luxembourg summit of December 12-14, 1997, resulting in 
the near humiliation of Turkey and forcing the US to accept 
Germany's determination not to offer Turkey candidate status. From 
our analytical perspective, the Luxembourg summit was important 
in that it conferred candidate status on Cyprus, but not on Turkey, 
and because these developments took place under the auspices of 
Germany and Greece and despite US/Turkish disapprovalPH The 
most galling thing for Turkey was that the EU announced two groups 
of candidates, but Turkey figured in neither of them. Moreover, most 
of the candidates were former Communist countries, that is to say 
'enemies’. The first 'fast track' group consisted of the Czech Republic, 
Slovenia, Cyprus, Poland, Estonia and Hungary, and the second - 
which needed more preparation before joining - of Bulgaria, 
Lithuania, Latvia, Slovakia and Romania. The EU produced a con- 
ciliatory statement intended to placate the Turks, pledging to bring 
them closer into the ranks of the Union, but to no avail. 

'This overall set of circumstances', Alan Makovsky wrote, 'and the 
growing Turkish conviction that Germany and Greece were intent 
on keeping them out of the EU at all costs . . . convinced the Turks 
that the solemn pledges in the summit communique, including the 
emphasis placed on an accession strategy to bring Turkey "closer to 
the EU in every field", could not be t rusted E3 In this context, it is 
interesting to note that although US officials did not disagree with 
the EU's decision and had publicly stated that Turkey should be 
treated like any other candidate country, in private they had criticised 
'European "shortsightedness" and "lack of political ingenuity" 

The EU further consolidated its relationship with the Republic of 
Cyprus, and in April 1998 it formally opened discussions with it over 
the acquis. A month earlier, the Greek Cypriot President of the 
Republic, Glafkos Clerides, had officially asked the Turkish Cypriot 
leadership to join the Cyprus accession negotiating team, but the 
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Turkish side refused to do so. At the EU's summit of June 1998, Mesut 
Yilmaz had 'a sharp exchange of words with German Foreign 
Minister Klaus Kinkel', asserting that 'Germany's EU strategy in 
Central and Eastern Europe was merely a continuation of its Nazi-era 
Lebensraum policies'^ 

The US was directly involved in every negotiating phase. It is no 
accident that at the historic Helsinki summit in December 1999, 'the 
EU agreed - under intense pressure by the US - to accept Turkey as 
a formal candidate for EU membership', while committing itself to 
parallel negotiations over Cypruf^A 'road map' was drawn up by 
the EU, monitoring progress in Turkish political, economic and 
social affairs, and it was believed that this would steer Turkey towards 
adopting political norms that pertain to Western Europe and the 
acquis. In November 2000, also under intense pressure from the US, 
the European Commission proposed an accession partnership for 
Turkey, which came to be adopted in March 2001. However, Turkey 
was the only one of the 13 candidate members with whom accession 
negotiations over the acquis were considered premature. 

US Qualified Support to Germany and Greece 

This protracted process of EU-Cyprus relations and the cleavage 
between Germany and the US that emerged further support our 
proposition of the EU/Germany primacy vis-a-vis Turkey, but it also 
exemplifies the point that that US strategic leaning toward the pair 
is likely to be highly qualified and balanced. In addition, it proves 
that the Greek-Turkish conflict has global dimensions, not only 
because of its energy security dimension (oil and gas pipeline 
projects), hence its geo-political significance, but also because it is 
internationally institutionalised mainly by NATO and the EU. From 
this perspective, powers such as Germany and France may periodic- 
ally, and for their own reasons, support Greek positions in the EU, 
in spite of their declared wish to 'stay clear of Greek-Turkish 
disputes'll] The EU could not back down with regard to Cyprus' 
accession and the US could not put pressure on Germany/EU to do 
otherwise, except by asking them to qualify their position in favour 
of Turkey. Henri Barkey and Philip Gordon commented perceptively 
on some of these issues as follows: 

A crisis over the island's EU accession could dramatically raise 

regional tensions, undermine Turkey's difficult but steady 

evolution toward Europe, and create fissures among EU members. 
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All this would leave the US caught between its desire to promote 
a wider and more prosperous Europe and its inclination to stand 
by its Turkish friends. In the face of these risks, trying to dissuade the 
EU from fulfilling its promise to accept Cyprus is tempting, but it is not 
a realistic option [my emphasis]. Given the EU's commitments and 
interests, such an American intervention is unlikely to succeed - 
which EU member would or could agree to carry Washington's 
water on this issue? - and thus would lead only to needless 
tensions with Europe, Greece and Cyprus. An American attempt 
to block the Cyprus accession would also mean reversing the long- 
standing position of Democrats and Republicans that Cyprus 
should be eligible to join the EU; it would remove any remaining 
pressure on the Turkish side to accept a political settlement; and 
perhaps more importantly, it would lead to Greece's certain veto 
of EU enlargement to any of other pending candidates. That 
would create a crisis within Europe, which is the last thing the US 
needs or should care to be blamed fotPZI 

The most important qualification the US put forward had to do with 
the entry of Turkey into the EU 'as soon as possible'. We also know 
that, in parallel with this, the US aimed at drawing Greece and 
Turkey closer, developing closer economic, political and strategic 
ties, a locomotive that has been at work since the mid-1990s, and 
not only since autumn 1999, following the devastating earthquakes 
in both countrie£23 At the same time, both the UK and the US 
appeared to be supportive of the Turkish position concerning the 
ways in which the acquis could be implemented in Cyprus. In the 
main, this thorny issue is linked to the allowance of extensive dero- 
gations, meaning the imposition of certain limitations to the 
implementation of freedom of movement of persons, capital, 
payment and settlement for some 180,000 Greek Cypriot refugee*J33 
It would also mean that the refugees, the sole possessors of the 
legitimate title deeds since 1974-5, might be asked to seek compen- 
sation instead of returning to, resettling in, and having economic 
use of their land and properties. In January 2002, soon after the two 
Cypriot leaders, Glafkos Clerides and Rauf Denktash, resumed talks 
under EU and US pressures, an authoritative Editorial comment in 
the Financial Times stated: 

The shape of a likely settlement is already clear. Cyprus will need 
to become a bizonal federation, with a single executive and shared 
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presidency but maximum autonomy for the two parts. The North 
must be flexible over its territorial claims on parts of the South. 
While a settlement should include a right to return for Greek 
Cypriots, in practice they should be encouraged to accept com- 
pensation. Nor can there be completely free movement of people 
and capital across the island. The EU should allow the necessary 
derogation'll 

Seen from this angle, the implementation of extensive or even 
permanent derogations would, at least in theory, allow Turkey to 
maintain significant, ethnically cleansed, territory on the island for 
political and military purposes, a design whose origins can be traced 
back to the old schemes of partition of the 1960s and early 1970s. 
Moreover, the establishment of permanent derogations with such 
enormous political implications would create a unique precedent in 
the implementation of the acquis. In any event, the issue of Cypriot 
refugees seems to be inextricably linked to the Turkish security 
posture since the mid-1950s, according to which either an indepen- 
dent Cyprus dominated by the Hellenic element, or a Cyprus united 
with Greece, would be a severe blow to Turkey’s geo-political and 
strategic interests in the Near East. The US and the UK had to go 
along with the Turkish notion somewhat, not least because they 
were the main inventors of the various separatist plans between 1957 
and 1974. Van Coufoudakis put it as follows: 

[The] US with support from Britain has managed to turn the issue 
of [Cyprus] accession into one more instrument of pressure in 
order to advance another burdensome political settlement that 
essentially legitimises the conditions created by Turkey's invasion 
and occupation. If this gambit is allowed to succeed, an agreement 
between the government of Cyprus and the Turkish Cypriot 
community prior to the Cypriot accession will pre-empt the 
applicability of European norms and will provide major dero- 
gations from these norms in the case of Cypru£*Sl 

The discreet position of the US-UK bloc over the question of dero- 
gations notwithstanding, the issue of Cyprus-EU relations as such 
induced the Greek and Turkish sides to put forward interesting 
arguments. 
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Greek and Turkish Arguments 

To begin with, the EU could not easily acquiesce in the US-UK wish 
for permanent derogations, because Turkey made the mistake of 
transferring to Cyprus over 100,000 Anatolian settlers, most of 
whom have been lodged in abandoned Greek Cypriot properties. 
This Turkish move, which was basically aimed at altering the demo- 
graphic composition of the island, has become a real political and 
moral obstacle to the implementation of derogations on the part of 
the EU. Although somewhat eager to compromise on the grounds 
of a limited implementation of the acquis for a certain 'transition 
period' which would satisfy both sides, the EU was left with no 
option but to acquiesce in authoritative legal opinions, which 
confirmed the illegality of these sort of population transfersPZI i n 
any event, the EU aimed at bringing a united Cyprus into its ranks 
or, as was characteristically said: 'with one voice, so as to be able to 
perform its obligations’^ 

The problems with the Turkish strategy have indeed been legal. 
An argument put forward by Turkey in support of its separatist 
position in Cyprus was that the two ethnic communities could not 
live together, witness the ethnic strife and anomalous situation 
before 1974 and the nearly impeccable peaceful order on the island 
since. This argument, rather overlooked by the Greeks, was often 
presented in the wider historical context of Greek-Turkish relations, 
whose degree of peaceful coexistence as separate states has been due 
to the exchange of populations between them in the 1920s. In this 
context, the Turkish side saw the international recognition of the 
self-styled Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, recognised only by 
Turkey, as a condition sine qua non for a solution to the Cyprus issue 
inside or outside the EU. However, this Turkish stance, which was 
based on the creation of a fait accompli in 1974, complicated matters, 
as the EU could not go against the resolutions of the UN Security 
Council, which has denied recognition of the Turkish military 
enclaves since 1963-4, and of the Turkish occupied zone since 1974. 
If the opposite ever occurs, then this (a) would deprive the UN of 
any seriousness and (b) would mean legitimising the ethnic 
cleansing of some 250,000 persons, both Greek and Turkish 
Cypriots, by the Turkish invading forces of 1974, and by the Greek 
paramilitaries in 1963-4 and 1974. 

Another argument put forward by Turkey was that Cyprus could 
not assume membership of any international organisation, i.e. of 
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the EU, if Turkey itself was not a member. Turkey attempted to draw 
legitimacy for this argument from the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, 
namely Articles 1(2) and II(2)P2]However, the argument was turned 
down by authoritative legal opinions, which claimed that those 
articles were not concerned with membership of regional economic 
associations, but with union with another state. Indeed, as James 
Crawford, Alain Pellet and Gerhard Hafner put it, the purpose of 
these articles was to prevent union of Cyprus, or of any part of it, 
with Greece or Turkey, as well as to forbid the partition of the 
islancP^The EU supported this legal opinion, and the US-UK went 
along with it, whatever their private reservations. Thus, in a recent 
FCO (Foreign and Commonwealth Office) document made available 
in public on March 12, 2002, we read: 

The British Government does not accept the Turkish 
Government's assertion that Cyprus's application to join the 
European Union is illegal. In the Government's view there is no 
legal obstacle to Cypriot membership of the EU, since EU 
membership does not constitute 'union with another State' and is 
therefore not ruled out by the Treaty of Guarantee. The 
Government subscribes to the legal analysis in the joint 
Crawford/Hafner/Pellet opinions on this point. The Government's 
view of the legal position is also supported by the actions and 
statements of other EU member States, the European Commission 
and the UN Security CouncilPH 

Having said this, Greece's tactful diplomacy in the 1990s in support 
of Cyprus' European bid, as well as its tendency to acquiesce in the 
US-EU demand for rapprochement with Turkey, seemed to have placed 
Turkey with its back against the wall. Turkey was thus left with no 
serious diplomatic option, other than to dig into a self-entrenched 
policy, threatening to annex the zone it occupied in 1974 if the EU 
admitted the Greek Cypriot recognised state prior to a political 
settlement. Greece's predictable response was that it would block not 
only Turkey's European efforts, but also the very process of EU 
eastward enlargement. But Turkey had a bullish Turkish Cypriot 
negotiator, Rauf R. Denktash, whose 'walk out' attitude in the bi- 
communal talks during the 1990s 'has strengthened the Greek 
Cypriots' hand, relieved them from having to negotiate, and made it 
difficult for the EU to do anything but include Cyprus in its ranks CZl 
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I would like to argue that Turkey's threat to annex its Cypriot 
occupied zone was backed by its strong military posture in Cyprus 
more than in the Aegean, and by its key geo-political importance for 
the US. I would also like to maintain that Greece's threat to block 
the EU eastward enlargement is based on the understanding of 
Germany's primacy in Western Eurasian vis-a-vis Turkey's, a primacy 
supported by the US. 

Military Diplomacy by the 'Turkish Pivot' 

Turkey's strongest trump card was, and indeed is, military and 
strategic. Turkey knew that the post-1974 status quo in Cyprus served 
not only its own national interests (e.g. exclusion of Greece from the 
Eastern Mediterranean, pressure on Greece to draw a median line in 
the Aegean) but those of the US also. The Turkish presence in Cyprus 
attributed strategic and intelligent depth to the Turkish-Israeli axis, 
while overseeing Turkey's Hatay province - which is claimed by Syria 
- from the Karpass peninsula of Cyprus. Additionally, it facilitated 
control over air and sea routes critical for the defence of Israel and 
the advancement of US interests in the South-eastern coastal strip 
of the Mediterranean. As far as its Eastern Mediterranean position- 
ing is concerned, Turkey's strategic role today runs indeed on the 
same Cold War tradP^Thus, Turkey is a key guarantor for the US, 
not least because its Anatolian landmass provides for the integrated 
security of possible crude oil transportation from the Caspian and 
the Caucasus to the Mediterranean, such as the Baku-Ceyhan plarP^l 

The US apart, Turkey, somewhat more than the UK or Greece, had 
the potential to be defined as a real sovereign power on Cyprus, 
irrespective of whether or not it kept its infantry on the island. As we 
know from the political and legal philosophy of Carl Schmitt, 
sovereignty is less related to a legal notion, than to a political one. 
According to Schmitt, political sovereignty is not a constitutional or legal 
matter, but a matter of power. That is to say, it belongs to those who can 
bring about a state of emergencies! 

True, Turkey's politico-military grip over Cyprus is restricted by the 
US's far superior posture in the Eastern Mediterranean, as well as by 
the UK and/or Greece. Turkey's real sovereignty is also limited by the 
EU, due to the institutional and political framework of relations 
between the EU and Cyprus that has been developing since the 
1990s. However, the point at issue is that we have been presented 
with several examples which illustrate Turkey's primacy when it has 
chosen to stake out maximalist positions backed by the threat of 
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force. If this primacy exists, then the argument developed by Turkey 
concerning the formation of two sovereign states (the co-federal 
solution or 'the partnership state') in view of protecting the Turkish 
Cypriot community from Greek nationalists, does not make much 
sense. It could only make legal sense which, in turn, could impact 
positively on the political and economic status of the occupied zone, 
which has been refused international recognition. In fact, by recog- 
nising the occupied zone as an independent state via a co-federal 
solution, or what the Turkish Foreign Minister Ismail Cem called in 
2002 a 'partnership stateV-^Turkey could legitimise its strategic posi- 
tioning in Cyprus reversing all negative political and international 
consequences stemming from the invasions of 1974. But let us look 
at two examples, one in relation to Turkey's tactics toward Greece 
and Cyprus, and one concerning the UK, both of which show the 
gains Turkey received when putting forward maximalist positions. 

In 1998, when Turkey found out that the Greek Cypriot 
government was ready to import the Russian-made SS-300 ground- 
to-air missile system, it threatened to destroy the missiles on their 
way to Cyprus, by using military forctC-Hl in order to defuse the 
tension, both the EU and the US urged Greece and the Republic of 
Cyprus to abandon the idea of deploying the system in Cyprus. The 
Greek Cypriot government, under enormous pressure from Greece - 
at the time striving to reach the EU criteria for monetary integration 
- backed down. The missiles, although purchased, never arrived in 
Cyprus and it is believed that they were stored somewhere in Crete. 
Thus, thanks to Turkey's tough line, the deeply unequal balance of 
force on the island between the Greek and the Turkish sides 
remained unaltered^ 

At times, Turkey attempted to outflank/undermine even the UK's 
position in the region. It should be remembered that Turkey's longer- 
term aim since the mid-1950s has been the strategic control of the 
whole of Cyprus, and one way to achieve this would be by acquiring 
a form of shared political sovereignty with the Greeks over the 
South, while at the same time remaining in full control of the 
NorthP^In the main, this is the reason why Turkey has opposed the 
'double union' solution since 1974, even if this would mean legit- 
imising its presence over the whole of the Cypriot territory it 
occupied with the invasions. In point of fact, Turkey does not wish 
to have Greece in its underbelly, because this cannot exclude either 
a strategic partnership between Greece and Israel, nor Turkey's actual 
encirclement by Greece. But beyond this, control over the Southern 
zone is blocked by some significant powers. 
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The two British sovereign bases in Akrotiri/Episkopi and Dekhelia, 
the Greek air base at Paphos - which was created within the 
framework of the united defence doctrine between Greece and the 
Republic - as well as France's presence in Cape Gkreko, constitute a 
serious obstacle to the Turkish strategjPHlYet, Turkey has disregarded 
several times the British sovereign posture, as well as the UN buffer 
zone. In summer 2000, the Turkish forces moved the ceasefire line 
some 300 metres into the UN buffer zone, bringing under their 
control the small Greek Cypriot village of Strovilia, which was 
situated there. This was immediately denounced by the UN, but the 
real issue lies elsewhere. By creating a new checkpoint in the UN 
zone, Turkey established a common border with the British sovereign 
base of Dekhelia, as Strovilia was the sole buffer preventing this from 
happening. This enhances Turkey's bargaining power and further 
paves the way for an eventual takeover, if Britain ever evacuates its 
base or part of it. Another blow to Britain was the abduction by 
Turkish forces of a Greek Cypriot from a UK sovereign base area on 
December 12, 2000. Allegedly, this was done because the Greek 
Cypriot was in possession of 1.1 kilos of cannabis, but the UK police 
on the base admitted that no trace of drugs had been found on the 
Greek CypriotPH 

From this perspective, Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot leadership 
were not quite sincere when they argued for two sovereign states on 
Cyprus in order to safeguard their security in the face of the threat 
posed by the Greek Cypriot majority. Rather, and having in mind 
the conditions of social and economic security generated in a 
European demilitarised Cyprus, this argument seemed to be covering 
up the real intention of Turkey, which was the strategic control of 
the entire island via a 'partnership state', and not the security of the 
Turkish Cypriots from Greek nationalists. In any event, Turkey can 
be one of the politically sovereign powers in Cyprus without even 
bothering to have a military presence on it (for example, as opposed 
to Greek air power, Turkish warplanes can reach Cyprus' airspace 
almost instantly after taking off). Greece could not create a state of 
emergency in Cyprus with a fair chance of success, and the UK has 
no conceivable economic or political reason to do so. Thus, time and 
again, it appears that the argument for the maintenance of Turkey's 
troops in Cyprus is not connected with the security of the Turkish 
Cypriots, but with Turkey's long-term strategy of gaining strategic 
control of the whole of Cyprus. 


114 Zones of Conflict 


Turkey's strategic position owes much to its military alliance with 
Israel, an alliance officially declared on February 23, 1996 in Tel Aviv, 
and reluctantly signed (December 1996) by Turkey's Islamic Premier 
at that time, Necmettin ErbakanP^This alliance, which the US has 
encouraged, guided and participated with in full, seems to be a 
serious stumbling block for the EU's distinctive strategy in the 
Middle East. Nevertheless, the issue is not so simple. The US, Israel 
and Turkey have, since 1996, been holding regular joint military 
exercises in the Eastern Mediterranean, and have increased intelli- 
gence co-operation and exchanges of military personnel for training 
purpose.T-UJisrael has become an established contractor for Turkey's 
sophisticated weaponry, and a security forum discussing strategic 
issues between the two states has been formecOS Furthermore, the 
Turkish-Israeli alliance benefits the Turkish cause in the US, as 
Turkey can count on the powerful Jewish lobby there countering the 
Greek and Armenian ones. It should be pointed out, however, that 
the Turkish-Israeli axis has Janus-faced strategic implications. 

In the first place, it certainly tends to weaken the Greek/Greek 
Cypriot geo-strategic posture in the wider strategic site of Western 
Eurasia and the Mediterranean, where Germany and France have a 
strong leverage, both through the EU and independently. But at the 
same time it tends to downplay Turkey's bid to join the EU, since 
the EU's foreign policy position, for its own reasons, is clearly in 
favour of the Palestinians^ However, this does not mean that an 
eventual entry of Turkey into the EU would not be to the detriment 
of the Turkish-Israeli axis, as Turkey may be forced to choose 
between Israel and the EU on contentious policy and economic 
issues. Similarly, and even brushing aside the EU factor, the 
Turkish-Israeli alliance, together with its pivotal role, may fall into 
abeyance if the Mullahs of Iran decide to re-enter the US-led alliance 
in the greater Middle East and/or if Iraq adopts pro-US positions - 
either by US force or otherwise. Time and again however, Greece and 
Cyprus appear in the equation, since they are the sole gateways to 
European politics and economic prosperity for both Israel and 
Turke^ 

In the light of this analysis, the following tentative concluding 
remarks seem to be unavoidable. Turkey played the diplomatic card 
of military tension as it counted on its military superiority and 
regional geo-strategic primacy. The Republic of Cyprus and Greece 
played the EU and legal cards as they counted on Germany's pivotal 
role in Western Eurasia and on France's positioning in the Mediter- 
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ranean and the Middle East. Additionally, Greece's EU and NATO 
memberships and its stabilising politico-economic role in the 
Balkans, have enabled Cyprus in the late 1990s and early 2000s to 
place its EU membership on a secure footing. It remains to be seen 
to what extent constitutional and other modalities (e.g. the issue of 
derogations, the Turkish military presence in Cyprus) will place the 
EU in a position to advance the common Cypriot cause of the 
island's political reunification. 



7 Conclusion 


US Policy in Eurasia: An Assessment 

Any state's foreign policy, including America's, is constrained by a 
complex combination of external and domestic factors, which 
constitute the sources from which the political classes elaborate their 
international and domestic strategies. Foreign policy per se is, or 
should be, the balanced refinement and combined diplomatic 
projection of four fundamental components: the economic, the 
military, the ideological and the juridical/legal. Each component is 
relatively autonomous, a fact that enables both an independent 
development of its ramifications (e.g. 'economic diplomacy', 
'defence diplomacy', 'coercive diplomacy', and so on) and, if need 
be, a robust projection of integrated power, accompanied by an 
attempt to incorporate all four elements. This is basically what Carl 
Von Clausewitz meant by his famous phrase 'war is the continua- 
tion of politics by other means'. It is the weakness and/or lack of 
combination of the four main components of foreign policy that 
make NGOs and other non-state organisations (e.g. the UN) - albeit 
successful in some humanitarian issues, charitable work and light 
peacekeeping - unable to project influence as coherently and 
dynamically as the modern state does. 

It is also interesting to note that the last two components, the 
ideological and juridical/legal, involve a distorted image of reality, 
inasmuch as they were formed by the dominant classes in order to 
be manipulated by them and to legitimise actions based on their self- 
interests. 'The task of political hegemony', Terry Eagleton wrote back 
in 1990, 'is to produce the very forms of subjecthood which will 
form the basis of political unity Law and ideology are, in the last 
analysis, reified commodities that tend to 'regulate' reality in order 
to mystify the real profile of forces operating along the lines of 
national and class interests. At times, the forms of law available 
happen not to satisfy these specific interests. Therefore, those who 
make the laws are often those who fail to abide by them. 

Since 1945, the US has been overplaying all four components. But 
since the late 1970s, when the West began recovering from the 
economic crisis, under the guidance of Thatcher's and Reagan's neo- 
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liberal administrations, and since the collapse of the USSR, we have 
been witnessing a rampant expansion of the military, economic, 
ideological and juridical parameters of US foreign policy projection. 
In economic terms, the US has championed, more than ever before, 
free trade policies and globalisation, relaunching GATT as the WTO, 
although she does not seem to obey her own rules, when domestic 
class interests dictate protectionism and restraint. In military terms, 
the US has advanced the reform and expansion of NATO in Eurasia, 
asking EU powers to spend more on defence in order to share the 
burden of NATO expenses and not of a federal Europe. In legal/ 
ideological terms, she has elaborated and experimented further (e.g. 
the Kosovo war) the ethical/legal/democratic elements of its Cold 
War foreign policy, although the real motive has been to camouflage 
the national and class elements of its military action. 

The Clinton administration in the 1990s attempted to present the 
four main components of US foreign policy as an integrated whole 
that underpinned and promoted the expansion of democratic 
values, creating free societies and/or a 'global village'. In this respect, 
the new pax Americana under construction resembles very much the 
Kantian/idealistic notion of Tasting peace', according to which 
democracies and free market societies do not go to war: how can you 
have war between two countries that host Coca Cola industries and 
Arthur Andersen? This is utterly nonsensical. 

Over the last two hundred years, liberal democracies, including 
France, Britain, Italy and the US, have gone to war to preserve, 
promote and expand their respective national interests in order to 
accomplish state/bureaucratic and class objectives. In this respect, 
America's globalisation strategy today is the most nationalistic of all 
nationalisms, and the notion of an 'ethical foreign policy' tried out 
in Yugoslavia has backfired: democratic stability, human rights and 
free markets cannot be delivered by means of violence. And if the 
US-led 'anti-terror coalition' in the Middle East and Central Asia fail 
to deliver stability and democracy there, it should be to nobody's 
surprise. The post-September 1 1 global environment has outdone 
America's pro-Islam ideological posture in the Balkans, broken up 
the fragile consensus between the Palestinians and America-Israel 
achieved in the Oslo accords (1993) and brought to the fore the real 
post-Cold War issues in Eurasia: competition between US and other 
Western financial interests, and competition over energy resources 
and political influence in Eurasia and the globe. In short, this is a 
game that tends to resemble pre-1919 Great Power international 
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politics and 'division of spoils' rather than the formation of a 
peaceful 'global village'. The only significant difference with the pre- 
1919 or, for that matter, pre-1939 international order seems to be 
the huge paramountcy of US power today. 

During the Cold War the US had three or four brave and legitimate 
political reasons to be in Western Europe and the Mediterranean: the 
defence and security of Europe and the Near East from the USSR; 
helping the economic reconstruction of Europe; and fostering col- 
laboration between France and Germany, and between Greece and 
Turkey. But with the Soviet threat gone and with Europe as eco- 
nomically united and strong as America, what is the fundamental 
reason for still having a hegemonic and expanding America on 
Europe's soil? 

I argue that the generic framework upon which the US has based 
its policy in Europe/Eurasia since the end of the Cold War contains 
the following interlinked strategic objectives: 

a. The military bracketing of Russia and China in order to obtain 
their subordinate co-operation. 

b. The continuation of the strategic partnership with key EU states, 
while preventing the emergence of a federal Europe (the 'fortress 
Europe' project). 

c. The prevention of the formation of an alternative powerful 
coalition in Eurasia, that would be capable of challenging the 
supremacy of the US. 

The 'Grand Chessboard' assumption of Brzezinski is that without the 
fulfilment of this set of objectives, the US will not be in a position 
to dominate Eurasia, and this will result in its global dominance 
withering away. Yet, these objectives are long-term 'fixed' strategic 
goals and in no way prescribe the avenues that the US has been, or 
will be pursuing in order to fulfil them. Nor has US strategic and con- 
tingency planning been always in a position to predict or design 
everything in detail: US actions can be reactive rather than proactive. 

As we have seen, in the wake of the collapse of the USSR, inter- 
mediate policy clusters have been employed in order to politically 
weaken the central institutions of the former Communist states. At 
the same time, the US has had to keep an eye on the process of 
economic and political integration of the EU. Preventing Europe 
from achieving a federal form of governance modelled on Germany's 
own would facilitate the US's globalisation strategy: no organised 
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interests would be in a position to challenge its political/ideological/ 
military influence in Eurasia, thereby guaranteeing it control over 
oil and gas producing zones. 

The collapse of the USSR and its satellites, which involved the 
participation of US-led institutions, generated a new geo-strategic 
environment in Eurasia and impacted severely upon the political 
arrangements of EU states. Under the guidance of Germany and 
France, the EU's Eastern and Southern rims were opened up to new 
economic and political opportunities. The creation of the Euro-zone 
competed directly with the dollar in world markets and the new geo- 
political reality that emerged promised the safe transportation of 
energy to the West via new geographical avenues. The energy map 
had to be redesigned with the construction of a complex network of 
new pipelines connecting the Balkans and the greater Middle East. 
With it, the political map of these two strategic zones has also 
undergone dramatic changes, as some regional actors proved to be 
disobedient. Nothing has been stabilised in the Balkans, Eastern 
Europe or the greater Middle East, and everything is likely to remain 
in a state of flux for the foreseeable future. 

Projects around energy resources, coupled with competing 
financial and military interests of Western states have impelled the 
US to launch its robust battle to secure the upper hand. The war 
against Iraq in 1990-91 was directly linked to energy interests, as 
will be any future US intervention in the Iraq-Iran-Syria-Kurdistan 
zone. The US intervention in Yugoslavia was to test the first phase of 
NATO's eastward expansion, placing Russia's and Germany's 
influence in the Balkans under US security structures. The US inter- 
vention in Central Asia after September 11 is linked to a wide 
network of oil and gas pipeline projects connecting Eurasia's 
heartland with the Black Sea and the Balkans. I argue that a key 
underlying element of all the three major theatres of war since 1990 
(Iraq/the Persian Gulf, the Western Balkans and Afghanistan/Central 
Asia) has been the new geo-political environment centred on oil and gas 
pipeline projects, an environment that has opened up with the collapse of 
the USSR. None of these three war theatres, nor NATO and EU 
expansion can be analysed and understood in depth, without 
coming to grips with the new strategic dimensions of oil and gas in 
Eurasia. The great potential of the EU to become an independent 
global actor, rivalling the US, will depend on who politically controls 
oil and gas producing zones and the new energy transit routes. 
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Energy interests have also been behind the local wars in the 
Caucasus area, including the war between Russia and Chechnya, the 
war between Armenia and Azerbaijan over Nagorno-Karabach, and 
the tensions between Georgia and Russia over Abkhazia. In this 
regional setting, Turkey, Georgia and Azerbaijan have been working 
together on the proposed Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan oil pipeline. The 
smokescreen, or what I like to call 'the juridical/ideological layer', 
has been provided by the 'anti-terrorist pact' signed between the 
three states in summer 2002. The US lends discreet support to the 
project either because of the Kurdish issue, or because of Russia's 
opposition, or because it may prove uneconomical and eventually 
lead to general unrest in the West)3 

All in all, the construction of pipelines, the elimination of com- 
petitors and the safe transportation of energy to Western markets at 
stable prices are key drivers of US foreign policy towards the Balkans 
and the greater Middle East. NATO’s eastward expansion and the 
fragmentation of the political map of South-western Eurasia neatly 
support the security dimension of US policy, mainly at the expense 
of European, Russian and Chinese strategic interests. The primary 
worry of the US, since 1990, in all three theatres of war has been 
the containment of German/EU, Russian and Chinese influence, the 
aim being their subordination to US state objectives and national 
interests. 

A Trans-Eurasian Convention Underwritten by Eurasian Powers 

Thanks to their geographical/continental proximity, Russia, 
Germany and China enjoy a geo-strategic positioning in Eurasia's 
chessboard that the US cannot ignore. Closer trade links between 
them and Japan, greater co-operation over energy projects and an 
intimate political understanding may become a real threat to 
America's interests. Thus, the US has felt bound to drive a wedge 
between all three, by alternating a policy of co-operation/ 
confrontation with them: witness the PfP project, or the 
NATO/US-Russia agreement of May 2002 (selective co-operation) 
and the NATO war over Kosovo (an example of confrontation). 

Yet, none of these Eurasian actors is giving up the battle over 
energy resources and political influence: Russia is determined to hold 
its ground in the Caspian Sea area, Iran/Iraq, the Balkans and the 
Caucasus, and continues to be a major supplier of sophisticated 
weaponry to Balkan and Middle Eastern states; China is struggling to 
become economically and militarily robust to substantiate its stakes 
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in Asia and its involvement in the WTO. As far as Germany is 
concerned, Ludger Volmer, state secretary in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, stated openly in June 2002 that 'Asian countries clearly want 
a wider choice of partners other than the US, and see us [Germany] 
as a core country within the EU.' Volmer went on to say that the 
world is multi-polar, not uni-polar around the US, and that 'Berlin 
would be ready to mediate in regional flash-points, such as the 
Kashmir conflict between India and Pakistan'S] 

This statement bears a resemblance to foreign policy positions 
advanced by Russia and China and 'many Chinese strategists openly 
worry about what they regard as the encirclement of China by 
American power in the wake of the September 1 1 th terrorist attacks'^ 
Thus, the question arises: what policy avenue should be pursued by 
Russia, Japan, China and EU/Germany/France in order to counter- 
balance America's powerful presence in Eurasia? The obvious answer 
would be the formation of a strategic partnership, guaranteed by a 
high-level convention and underwritten by the four major Eurasian 
actors. However, this would be difficult, given the number of 
obstacles that would need to be overcome. 

In the first place, as we saw earlier, key EU states such as Britain 
and France do not recognise Germany's lead in the EU, and Britain 
and Denmark are more committed to a strategic partnership with 
the US than the EU. For its part, the US is good at playing the 'divide 
and rule' game, contributing to the divisions within the EU, and 
NATO Turkey, along with the UK, is used extensively by the US for 
this purpose. The EU has no integrated military assets to speak of 
and lags far behind America in terms of intelligence capabilities, 
sophisticated weaponry, heavy airlift capacity and overall military 
power. Furthermore, US-Japanese political relations are regulated by 
a security pact under the aegis of the US and the US enjoys a strong 
military presence in Japan and South-east Asia. Students of European 
politics have also noticed that a tension exists between some of the 
institutional structures that the EU has over the years built for itself. 
John Vogler observes: 

The EU is a political entity of enormous complexity. In its external 
relations it is a multifaceted and 'variable geometry' actor, which 
can change its form during a single negotiation as competence 
passes from the Community to the member-states, represented by 
the Presidency and back again. The principal tension in the 
Union's emergent foreign policy is between Pillar One and Pillar 
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Two. Pillar One, the European Community, comprises trade, agri- 
culture, fisheries and development aid. It is here that the Union 
appears most clearly as a single actor, given the leading role of the 
Commission and the extensive trade and aid instruments that 
may be deployed in support of EU objectives. Pillars Two [CFSP] 
and Three [Justice and ffome Affairs], established at Maastricht 
are, by contrast, inter-governmental and the CFSP is led by the 
member-state holding the rotating Presidency of the Council of 
Ministers. Effective external action often requires that Pillars One 
and Two work together, for example in the imposition of 
economic sanctions in support of the political objectives of the 
CFSP. This is not always easy, given the ambitions of the 
Commission to defend and extend the competence of the 
Community, and the countervailing suspicion of member-states 
over potential losses of sovereignty, not to mention the constant 
variations between the national interests of the member-states. In 
the diplomacy immediately following September 11, the require- 
ment for inter-pillar co-operation was manifested in a four-person 
'Troika'. It comprised the Belgian Presidency, the High Represen- 
tative for the CFSP (Xavier Solana) and the Commissioner 
representing the Community (Chris Patten pi 

It is very important to highlight this dimension of the EU bureau- 
cracy, simply because the degree of political integration across the 
EU depends largely on the capacity of its institutions to integrate 
and co-ordinate the Community Pillar with the requirement of a 
firm, single political voice on defence and security matters (the 
Second Pillar). Yet, this institutional dysfunction, or clash of com- 
petencies, does not supersede existing tensions between the EU's key 
member-states, tensions that are themselves inscribed in the prob- 
lematic institutional skeleton of the Union. In fact, these tensions 
are the historical and political result of the divergent national 
interests of its member states. Given the impossibility of integrating 
these divergent interests in the foreseeable future, what are the inter- 
mediate objectives to be pursued by the EU in order to lay the 
ground for a lasting strategic partnership with Russia and China® 
Some European powers such as Germany, Italy and France grasped 
the issue long ago and, soon after the collapse of the USSR, began 
elaborating strategies that could, potentially, emancipate the EU 
from America's strong grip. For instance, as we saw earlier, a discreet 
'division of labour' has been envisaged and applied between 
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Germany and France over the conduct of EU enlargement: Germany 
carefully leads Europe's eastward projection and France provides 
guidance for Europe's Mediterranean economic programmes along 
the lines of a free trade area. France also directly challenges the US 
on Middle Eastern matters, while the EU, with Germany's backing, 
took the significant decision in 1997 to attribute candidate status to 
a de facto divided country, the Republic of Cyprus. Integrating 
Northern Africa and the Eastern Mediterranean rim into the EU 
could potentially deliver a serious blow for the US, not least because 
the countries that compose these two zones of conflict could hardly 
be integrated into NATO's structures. Turning the Mediterranean 
into a Northern African and Southern European sea, and the 
Mediterranean airspace into a civilian, disarmed zone of air 
navigation should be a strategic aim of the EU and of all African and 
Near/Middle Eastern states. 

For a variety of reasons, the balance of power that could arise from 
Europe's economic and political dominance of the Mediterranean or 
Germany's paramountcy in its Eastern geo-political orbit would be 
of great strategic significance. First, if successful, these designs would 
alleviate tensions between key European states, building a high 
degree of political confidence and strategic cohesion between them. 
Moreover, and this is equally important, they would provide smaller 
EU states with an incentive to jump on the bandwagon behind 
Germany and/or France/Italy, according to their long-term interests. 

The Mediterranean basin is an area whose geo-strategic 
importance is wider than its actual boundaries. Apart from its islands 
and air navigation routes, its territorial waters have corridors, such 
as the Gibraltar, the Turkish Straits and the Suez, and its coastline 
waters touch the shores of Israel, Syria, Egypt, Algeria and Libya. In 
this respect, Spain, Italy, Greece and Turkey, with the assistance of 
Russia, China, Japan and Northern Europe can act as catalysts, 
balancing out America's influence in the Mediterranean. An under- 
standing between Portugal, Spain and Britain could facilitate a new 
transatlantic relationship between the EU and Latin America. 
Similarly, Britain and France should together elaborate a new and 
visionary framework of co-operation with Canada. In this respect, 
Britain also has much to gain by restructuring its Commonwealth 
structures, bringing Australia and other Commonwealth countries 
closer to Europe. Instead of riding the bandwagon behind America, 
Britain should seek a major role in Eurasia by supporting a strong, united 
EU. In short, a careful and politically fruitful 'division of labour' 
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between EU states will be an important step for the advancement of 
EU cohesion, which will eventually lead to its political emancipa- 
tion from the US. 

However, the projection of a united EU 'from the West' will not be 
successful without co-operation between China and Russia and 
without their joint projection 'from the East'. This would alleviate 
fears on the part of both Russia and China about EU aspirations to 
rule Eurasia and then the globe. A lasting pact between the EU, 
Russia, Japan and China should be based on a shared and non- 
hegemonic set of economic, political and social principles. Moreover, 
if Russia, China and Japan could co-operate in Central Eurasia and 
the Pacific on the basis of the EU's principle of 'division of labour', 
then a convergence of their national interests may not prove 
impossible. In this respect, a framework of economic and free trade 
co-operation between Russia, Japan and China should be drafted, 
and an economic and political council regulating this co-operation 
should be established. Other Eurasian powers should be given strong 
incentives to follow Russia, China and Japan. European powers may 
be invited to join this structure and they should reciprocate by 
inviting China, Russia and other Eurasian powers such as India, 
Pakistan, Iran and Saudi Arabia to work with European decision- 
making institutions. 

Admittedly, these first steps of co-operation should be based on 
strictly non-hegemonic attitudes and on the principle of reciprocity. 
For instance, the US/NATO-Russia agreement of May 2002 should 
not induce Russia to back a policy of exclusion towards Germany 
and India, both of whom wish to assume a permanent role in the 
UN Security Council^ East European, Balkan and Middle Eastern 
states, which constitute the middle geo-political ground between 
Asia and Europe, will have to be convinced that American support 
and/or NATO membership provides no permanent guarantees of 
security for them. NATO membership of Greece and Turkey has not 
secured their peaceful coexistence and NATO membership for 
Hungary and Romania is unlikely to prevent friction between them 
over the Hungarian minority in Romania. The EU has powerful 
instruments of conflict management and resolution that the US 
lacks: it has the means of advancing civilian and economic integra- 
tion that, with proper Russian assistance, could assimilate former 
Soviet satellites, absorbing and resolving threats arising from ethnic 
conflicts. These instruments and mechanisms go beyond the reach 
of the US: the US and NATO lack the geographic advantages of 
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France, Germany, Russia and China and the EU is a truly global 
economic power. 

The 'fusion' between Eastern (China, Japan and Russia) and 
Western (Germany and France) Eurasia has to be non-hegemonic 
and social, not only to offer an alternative to America's dominance, 
but also to avoid the emergence of a new European imperialism and 
construct a socio-political alternative to America's global neo-liberal 
order. This demanding project should draw on the strong European 
socialist traditions, as well as the Christian, anti-nationalist and anti- 
fundamentalist movements. These are the social and ideological 
components of a potentially new European/Eurasian social 
democratic class that is yet to emerge, consolidate itself and provide 
leadership and vision for a trans-Eurasian convention. The ultimate 
goal should be the creation of a non-hegemonic, social democratic Eurasian 
administration under the aegis of Eurasian powers. 

Re-conquering America 

It is true that America has created a 'technologically peerless military 
establishment, the only one with effective global reach However, 
it is also true that American intelligence failed miserably to predict 
and prevent the terrorist attacks of September 11. America has '725 
military installations outside its territory, of which 17 are fully- 
fledged bases'. Moreover, 'of its 1.4m active servicemen' some 
'250,000 are deployed oversea^ and it is in a position to exercise 
substantial influence and control over strategic alliances and pacts 
forged by regional actors. America's military might is coupled with 
its leading role in key international institutions and organisations 
such as the UN, the IMF and the World Bank, NATO and the WTO. 
Moreover, particularly after the collapse of the USSR, the US cultural 
values of individual success, ambition and self-accomplishment, 
what Christopher Lasch in the 1970s called The Culture of 
Narcissisnf^ tend to dominate the globe, the sole exception being at 
extreme nationalistic and religious fringes. 

Yet, America cannot rule the world without dominating over a set 
of co-operative structures of rivals and competitors. These 
contenders have chosen not to challenge America's hegemony in a 
confrontational way, inasmuch as they know that rivals of the sort 
of Milosevic have no chance. I am referring to those parties that 
accommodate their interests by riding the US's bandwagon and by 
doing so achieve a better politico-strategic and economic position- 
ing for their domestic, regional and global circumstances. This sort 
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of rivalry suits US interests, because it reproduces the economic and 
political conditions of existence of the US itself, while at the same 
time renewing its hegemony over the ensemble of powers it leads. It 
also profits those who are on the bandwagon. 

Balanced economic competition between the US, the EU and 
Japan keeps world markets in a state of manageable equilibrium. 
Political micro-competition with Turkey over Middle Eastern and 
Central Asian matters boosts America's arms sales to Turkey. The 
same applies to other areas of the Middle East. For example, it should 
be understood that America is less concerned with Russia's selling of 
weaponry and military know-how to a pariah state, Iran, than with 
the fact that Iran refused to make military deals with her, thus 
freeing Iranian military technology from American inspection. In 
this context, my central thesis is that America cannot and does not want 
to rule the world without rivals that co-operate with her. 

In essence, this is an axiom that derives from the very conditions 
of modern politics and economics. The political terrain of modernity 
is conducive to class democracy and conflicts and is determined by 
the existence of 'enemies' and 'friends'. Similarly, the setting of 
modern economics is conducive to monopolistic competition, 
mergers and acquisitions, which is tantamount to saying that it is 
determined by the 'enemy-friend' structural game in the market. 
There can never be a single and quasi-functional economic 
monopoly, be it global or 'state-national', as (monopolistic) prices 
cannot be regulated without a certain degree of competition, that 
balances out the demand/supply curves. Similarly, in political terms, 
the experience of dictatorships, fascism and totalitarian socialism 
has been an utter failure, not least because no free competition of 
political forces was allowed to take place by those holding and 
exercising power. And precisely because competition is an inherent 
feature of modernity, all forms of authoritarian regimes inculcated 
sharp class and bureaucratic contradictions within them, contradic- 
tions that contributed to their bankruptcy and ultimate collapse. 

So, if it is true that 'America cannot and does not want to rule the 
world without rivals that co-operate with her', then Brzezinski's 
thesis, featured in the closing lines of his Grand Chessboard, that 
'America is the first and last truly global superpower', is wholly meta- 
physical. Empires have risen and fallen and their fall has been the 
combined result of imperial 'overstretch' and of the 'co-operation' 
established between the Empire's ruling faction and its subordinate 
socio-political forces. As long as there are considerable powers within 
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America's sphere of interest, then the emergence of an alternative 
hegemonic alliance to challenge America's supremacy cannot be 
excluded. And there are further issues that Brzezinski and other 
Anglo-Saxon strategists, wittingly or unwittingly, pass over in silence. 

They fail to tackle important domestic issues that make America 
anything but an ideal society to project abroad: racial and ethnic 
tensions, high levels of criminality and drug abuse, large prison 
populations, ethnic ghettos, poverty and an increasing underclass, 
and endemic corruption in corporate business, accounting and 
finance. A detailed analysis of the impact of those issues on general 
US policy matters falls outside the scope of the book and of this 
concluding chapter. However, I have made reference to them in 
order to point out that America is as corrupt as any other country 
could be and that it is undergoing a profound identity crisis, which 
is leading to an unmanageable social environment)?^] 

Having said this, I would argue that America's military might and 
global reach notwithstanding, it can never violently confront a polit- 
ically united Europe/Eurasia, for American national identity does not 
really function as a unifying element of America's social order. In the 
main, America's modernity is a by-product of Eurasia, that is to say, 
of its ethnic identities and industrious peoples. 

Despite the shortcomings of the European Enlightenment and the 
regressive/divisive aspects of Europe's nationalisms, it is worth 
reminding ourselves that national identities across Europe are so well 
embedded that they need no further artificial boost from their 
political elite. If a concerted effort were made to advance notions of 
European citizenship and European social and political order, then 
Europe's national identities could coexist peacefully, projecting an 
image of fraternity, solidarity and social justice. 

It is also worth reminding ourselves, that it was Europe and the 
Europeans that conquered America and not vice versa. Over the 
centuries, huge waves of emigration from Eurasia, Africa and the 
Latin World to America created a unique mixture of race and 
ethnicity. Most emigrant communities in the US, Canada and 
Australia have maintained strong ties with their countries of origin 
or their customs and traditions. America is a fragmented amalgam- 
ation of Eurasian, Latin, African and Pacific ethnic groups, with 
strong Irish, Hispanic, Indian, Italian, Greek, Jewish, Chinese, Dutch 
and Armenian communities. Given the influence of ethnic lobbies 
over America's foreign policy, it would be unthinkable for the US to 
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formulate a lasting and coherent policy of confrontation towards a 
politically united Eurasia/Europe. 

For their part, Eurasian powers should see this ethnic and cultural 
pluralism of America as an important bridge, over which to cultivate 
and consolidate the ties between the generations of emigrants settled 
in America and the emerging European/Eurasian citizenship. Eurasia 
should not be reluctant to project its political traditions and social 
values on America, a country that has never really experienced 
socialism (e.g. Europe's welfare state) or collectivist traditions, that 
is what Marx used to call, rather euphemistically, 'Asiatic mode of 
production' (e.g. the pre-1917 Russian populist revolutionary 
movement and the agrarian communities of obscinaf^Zl 

With this in mind, the Europeans must first unite politically. But 
after the failure of 'Third Way' socialism in the 1990s, Europe's 
political unification can only be the work of a new democratic 
political class, which should seek a permanent understanding with 
all Christian and anti-nationalist forces. The UK will have to be 
convinced to participate in this grand Eurasian and non-hegemonic 
social democratic project and Russian and Chinese co-operation is 
of paramount importance. 

These opportunities for Eurasia are the most serious alternative to 
American power. 'Re-conquering America' may be wishful thinking, 
but it is well to remember that 'whatever is thinkable is possibleM-d 
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